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GENERAL  RULES, 

MADE    AT    DECEMBER    TERM,    1869. 


Amendment  to  the  67th  Rule. 

Where  the  evidence  to  be  adduced  in  a  cause  is  to  be  taken 
orally,  as  provided  in  the  order  passed  at  the  December  Term, 
1861,  amending  the  67th  General  Rule,  the  court  may,  on  motion 
of  either  party,  assign  a  time  within  which  the  complainant  shall 
take  his  evidence  in  support  of  the  bill,  and  a  time  thereafter 
within  which  the  defendant  shall  take  his  evidence  in  defence, 
and  a  time  thereafter  within  which  the  complainant  shall  take 
bis  evidence  in  reply;  and  no  further  evidence  shall  be  taken  in 
the  cause  unless  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  or  by  leave  of  court 
first  obtained  on  motion  for  cause  shown. 


Additional  Rules  in  relation  to  Appeals  from  the  Court  of 

Claims. 

Rule  4.  In  all  cases  in  which  either  party  is  entitled  to  ap- 
peal to  the  Supreme  Court,  the  Court  of  Claims  shall  make  and 
file  their  finding  of  facts,  and  their  conclusions  of  law  therein, 
in  open  court,  before  or  at  the  time  they  enter  their  judgment 
in  the  case. 

Rule  5.  In  all  such  cases  either  party,  on  or  before  the  hear- 
ing of  the  cause,  may  submit  to  the  court  a  written  request  to 
find  specifically  as  to  the  matter  of  fact  which  such  party  may 
deem  material  to  the  judgment  in  the  case,  and  if  the  court  fails 
or  refuses  to  find  in  accordance  with  such  prayer,  then  such 
prayer  and  refusal  shall  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,  certified 
o|i  the  appeal,  to  this  court. 
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DECISIONS 


n  THB 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES, 

DECEMBER  TERM,  1869, 


Nealb  v.  Nealbb. 


1.  In  the  absence  of  obligatory  rules  of  court  to  the  contrary,  a  court  of 

equity,  after  a  cause  has  been  heard  and  a  case  for  relief  made  out,  but 
not  the  case  disclosed  by  the  bill,  has  power  to  allow  an  amendment  of 
the  pleadings  on  terms  that  the  party  not  in  fault  has  no  reasonable 
ground  to  object  to.  « 

2.  And  this  amendment  will  be  allowed  on  a  bill  for  specific  performance, 

where  thp  subject-matter  and  general  purpose  of  both  bills  is  the  same, 
and  the  contract,  consideration,  promise,  and  acts  of  part  performance, 
stated  in  the  amended  bill,  are  stated  with  sufficient  precision,  and  are 
supported  by  proofs,  taken  under  the  original  bill,  which  entitle  the 
complainants  to  the  relief  which  they  seek. 

8.  Equity  protects  a  parol  gift  of  land  equally  with  a  parol  agreement  to  sell 
it,  if  accompanied  by  possession,  and  the  donee,  induced  by  the  promise 
to  giye  it,  has  made  valuable  improvements  on  the  property.  And  this 
is  particularly  true  where  the  donor  stipulates  that  the  expenditure 
shall  be  made,  and  by  doing  this  makes  it  the  consideration  or  condition 
of  the  gift. 

4.  The  principle  applied  in  the  case  of  an  antenuptial  parol  promise,  by  a 
father,  to  give  to  a  lady  about  to  marry  his  son  (an  improvident  person), 
a  lot  of  ground,  she  promising  at  the  time  to  lay  out  her  own  money  in 
building  a  house  upon  it,  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  family ;  and 
where  possession  was  delivered  and  the  house  was  so  built,  but  the  father 
refused  to  convey  the  lot. 

6.  In  case  of  an  alleged  contract,  by  a  father,  of  this  kind,  reasonable  cer- 
tainty as  to  the  fact  and  terms  of  it  is  all  that  equity  requires. 

TOl.  IX.  1  (  1  ) 


Kealb  v.  Neales.  [Sup.  Ct. 


Statement  of  the  case. 


6.  The  breach  of  such  a  contract  is  not  to  be  compensated  by  damages,  nor 
is  the  purpose  of  the  contract  so  answered.  It  is  a  case  for  specific  per- 
formance. 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia; the  ease  being  thus : 

Benjamin  Keale  and  wife  filed  a  bill  in  the  court  just 
named,  against  John  E.  ^eale,  father  of  the  said  Benjamin , 
stating  that,  he  the  father,  was,  in  1858,  owner  of  lots  ITos. 
16  aud  18  in  Washington ;  that  at  the  time  mentioned,  he, 
the  son,  one  of  the  complainants,  was  seeking  the  hand  of 
Mary  Hamilton,  the  other  complainant,  and  his  now  wife,  in 
marriage;  that  this  intended  marriage  met  with  the  approval 
and  eucouragement  of  the  father,  who,  in  promotion  thereof, 
and  as  an  inducement  thereto,  promised  and  agreed  that  if 
said  marriage  should  be  consummated,  he  would,  in  consid- 
eration thereof,  convey  one,  or  a  part  of  one,  of  the  lots 
owned  by  him  to  his  aon^  and  Mary,  his  intended  wife,  or  to 
one  of  ihern^  in  fee,  to  the  end  that  with  money  then  belonging 
to,  or  expected  to  belong  to  the  intended  wife,  they  might  erect 
thereon  a  dwelling-house  for  ifidr  habitation  and  home ;  that 
confiding  in  the  promise  so  made,  and  influenced  thereby,  and 
partly  in  (consideration  thereof,  the  said  Benjamin  and  Mary 
did  intermarry  in  September,  1858;  that  at  or  immediately 
after  the  marriage,  the  said  father,  mindful  of  the  promise  he 
had  made,  and  with  reference  thereto,  declared  that  he  had 
given  to  his  daughter-in-law,  Mary,  a  lot  in  Washington  on 
which  to  erect  a  dwelling-house  for  herself;  that  shortly  after 
the  marriage,  and  in  part  performance  of  his  agreement,  he 
put  his  son  and  daughter,  the  complainants,  in  possession  of 
the  unimproved  part  of  lot  No.  18,  that  they  accepted  the 
possession,  and,  with  the  consent  of  the  father,  erected  there- 
on, with  money  belonging  to  the  said  Mary,  and  which  was 
her  separate  estate,  a  dwelling-house,  at  the  cost  of  $5000 ; 
that  the  said  Mary  eonsetrted  to  this  application  of  the  money 
belonging  to  her,  cheerfully,  because  it  was  understood  be- 
tween herself  and  her  husband  that  the  said  ground,  with 
the  house,  was  to  be  conveyed  to  her  and  her  heirs,  or  in 
trust  for  her  and  their  use ;  that,  after  the  house  was  erected. 


Dec.  1869.]  Nbalb  v.  Nbalbs.  8 


statement  of  the  case. 


the  complainants,  Mary  and  Benjamin,  took  possession  of  it, 
with  the  knowledge  and  full  approval  of  the  father,  who 
lived  next  door,  and  had  been  cognizant  of  the  erection,  and 
in  part  superintended  it;  and  with  his  knowledge  and  ap- 
proval, rented  it  to  a  Mrs.  Degges ;  that  the  daughter-in-law 
received  and  applied  the  rents  to  her  own  uses;  and  that 
during  the  erection  of  said  house,  and  after  its  completion, 
the  father  often  avowed  his  intention  to  execute  and  deliver 
a  deed  of  the  lot  and  premises  to  his  daughter-in-law,  in  ac- 
cordance with  his  promise. 

The  bill  further  stated  that  in  1861,  whilst  the  said  hus- 
band and  wife,  complainants  in  the  case,  were  temporarily 
absent  from  the  city  of  Washington,  the  father,  without 
their  consent,  took  possession  of  the  house,  and  had  con- 
tinued to  occupy  it  ever  since,  against  the  wishes  of  the 
complainants;  that  even  since  taking  possession  of  the  house, 
in  the  manner  mentioned,  he,  the  father,  had  promised  to 
execute  a  deed  for  the  property  to  his  daughter-in-law,  but 
had,  when  applied  to,  refused  to  make  such  deed ;  and  the 
bill  charged  that  the  dwelling-house  and  ground  belonged  in 
equity  to  said  daughter-in-law,  and  that  she  was  entitled  to 
a  conveyance  thereof  from  the  father,  and  to  an  account  of 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof  since  he  took  possession  of  the 
same;  and  prayed  that'  he  might  be  accordingly  ordered  to 
convey  to  the  complainant,  Mary,  and  her  heirs,  or  to  some 
one  in  trust  for  her  and  their  benefit,  the  said  parcel  of 
ground  and  premises,  and  to  render  an  account  of  the  rents 
during  his  occupancy. 

The  father  in  his  answer  admitted,  that  in  1858  he  was 
possessed  as  owner  of  the  lots,  and  that  the  complainant, 
Benjamin,  was  his  son ;  but  denied  that  he  was  desirous  that 
his  son  should  be  married  to  the  said  Mary  and  settled  in 
life,  and  promised  to  convey  to  the  said  Benjamin  and  Mary, 
or  either  of  them,  the  lot,  if  such  marriage  should  be  con- 
summated ;  or  that  in  consideration  of  any  such  promise  on 
his  part  such  marriage  did  take  place,  or  that  in  part  per- 
formance of  such  promise  he  put  the  complainants  in  pos- 
session of  such  lot,  or  that  confiding  in  such  promise  the 
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complainants  did  enter  upon  and  take  possession  thereof  and 
proceed  to  erect  a  dwelling-house  thereon,  as  was  alleged  in 
the  bill.  He  admitted  that  a  dwelling-house  worth  about 
95000  was  erected  by  the  complainant,  Benjamin,  on  the 
ground ;  that  he  knew  that  the  house  was  erected  by  the 
said  Benjamin,  who,  after  its  completion,  held  the  same  until 
1861 ;  and  he  admitted  that  in  July,  1861,  during  the  absence 
of  the  complainants,  he  took  possession  of  the  house  which 
had  been  abandoned  by  its  tenant,  and  had  since  occupied 
it  with  his  family. 

The  father  denied  further  *^  that,  after  taking  possession 
he  promised,  as  alleged,  to  convey  the  ground,  or  that  he  so 
promised  at  any  time,"  but  admitted  '^that  after  the  marriage 
of  complainants,  and  in  1859,  when  the  complainant,  Ben- 
jamin, was  about  to  receive  certain  moneys  belonging  to  his 
wife  from  her  guardian,  he,  the  respondent,  knowing  that  the 
habits  of  tht  complainantyBenjamin,  were  intemperate j  and  wishing 
to  secure  to  his  said  wife  and  children  the  said  moneys^  and  satis- 
fied that  the  same  would  be  in  jeopardy  if  paid  over  to  complainant^ 
Benjamin^  and  by  him  used  in  business^  consented,  on  the  appli- 
cation of  complainant,  Benjamin,  to  give  him  lot  No.  16  in 
said  square,  provided  he  would  allow  the  respondent,  or  his 
wife's  guardian,  to  build  with  the  said  moneys  a  dwelling- 
house  thereon,  and  provided  that  the  said  moneys  should 
not  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  complainant,  Benjamin, 
but  should,  for  the  said  purpose,  be  applied  and  disbursed 
by  the  respondent  or  by  the  said  guardian;  that  the  com- 
plainant, Benjamin,  agreed  to  these  terms,  provided  the  said 
described  part  of  lot  18,  instead  of  lot  16,  was  given;  and  ' 
to  this  change  that  the  respondent  assented,  subject  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  aforesaid ;  that  under  this  agreement 
the  dwelling-house  was  begun,  but  that  the  said  conditions 
were  wholly  violated  by  the  complainant,  Benjamin,  who, 
without  the  knowledge  or  approbation  of  the  respondent, 
received  the  said  moneys  from  his  wife's  said  guardian,  and 
used  the  same  in  his  own  business,  or  otherwise,  contrary  to 
the  agreement,  disposed  of  same."  That  the  erection  of  the 
house  having  progressed  as  far  as  the  first  story,  his  son  in- 
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formed  him  that  he,  the  son,  would  be  disgraced  and  ruined 
if  the  work  was  stopped,  and  that  he  was  without  means  to 
proceed  further;  that  he,  the  father,  then  borrowed  from 
one  Mrs.  Sears  $2008,  for  which  he  gave  his  note,  in  which 
bis  son  joined,  and  that  the  note  was  secured  by  a  deed  of 
trust  upon  said  described  portion  of  lot  18,  that  this  loan  was 
paid  over  by  him  [the  father)  to  the  son,  with  the  express  agreement 
that  it  should  be  devoted  to  the  erection  of  said  dwelling-house^  and 
should  not  be  otherwise  disposed  of;  but  that  the  agreement 
was  violated,  and  the  money  used  by  the  son  in  his  business. 
That  this  debt  was  one  of  those  due  when  the  son  failed  in 
business,  and  was  paid  by  him^  the  father ;  and  the  father 
averred  that  he  never  intended  to  give  any  part  of  lot  18,  save 
upon  the  terms  and  conditions  aforesaid,  and  that  upon  the 
violation  thereof  he  considered  himself  absolved  from  his  said 
promise,  and  more  especially  so,  as  his  son  wa>s  largely  beyond 
the  value  of  the  house  indebted  to  him. 

The  testimony,  which  was  marked  by  some  temper,  was 
contradictory  and  conflicting;  but  the  weight  of  it  showed 
that  the  father  did  encourage  the  marriage  of  his  son  with 
Miss  Hamilton,  his  now  wife,  one  of  the  complainants.  That 
he  did  promise  to  give  the  lot  in  question  to  Acr,  as  a  bridal 
present,  at  the  time  and  in  furtherance  of  said  marriage,  it 
being  understood  that  a  dwelling-house  was  to  be  built  on  it 
with  her  money.  And  that  with  the  father's  consent,  and 
upon  the  faith  of  the  promise  made  by  him,  a  house  was 
erected  on  the  lot  with  the  wife's  money.  That  the  house 
was,  after  its  erection,  rented  out  by  the  complainants  as 
their  property,  with  the  consent  of  the  father,  and  that  the 
rents  thereof  were  received  by  them  and  applied  to  the  use 
of  the  wife,  with  like  consent,  down  to  a  certain  time,  when 
the  tenants,  becoming  alarmed  at  the  threatened  invasion  of 
the  capital  by  the  rebel  army,  al:)andoned  the  house,  and 
when  the  possession  of  the  father  took  place ;  his  son  and 
daughter-in-law  being  at  the  time  in  Maryland,  from  which 
State  the  latter  originally  came. 

That  the  allegation  of  debt  from  the  son  to  the  father  was 
Bot  made  out 
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The  father,  however,  set  up  and  endeavored  to  show  that 
a  part  of  the  money  expended  in  the  erection  of  the  said 
dwelling-house  was  not  the  money  of  his  daughter-in-law, 
but  was,  in  reality,  advanced  by  himself. 

The  evidence  on  this  point  showed  that,  the  son  having 
received  from  his  wife's  trustee  enough  to  build  the  house, 
did  not  use  it  all  in  this  way ;  but  put  about  92000  of  it  into  his 
business ;  that  early  in  1861  he  failed,  and  made  an  assign- 
ment of  .his  entire  stock  and  efiects,  amounting  to  about 
$23,000,  to  his  father,  the  appellant,  upon  secret  trusts.  The 
father  testified  that  he  himself  paid  the  $2008  borrowed  from 
Mrs.  Sears,  from  his  own  private  funds ;  but  the  son  testified, 
and  in  this  he  seemed  to  be  supported  by  documentary  and 
other  evidence,  that  in  making  the  assignment  to  his  father, 
he  made  it  subject  to  the  prior  payment  of  certain  confiden- 
tial debts,  among  which  plainly  was  this  one  of  $2008,  for 
which  the  lot  was  mortgaged  to  Mrs.  Sears ;  and  that  it  was 
paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  stock  and  eflTects  assigned. 

The  cause  being  at  issue  and  set  down  for  hearing,  was 
heard  in  the  first  instance  upon  the  original  bill,  answer,  and 
testimony  taken  thereunder,  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  after  it  had  been  heard,  and  the 
proceedings  had  been  read  and  considered,  the  said  court,  of 
its  own  motion,  and  without  assigning  any  reason  for  their 
action,  "  ordered  that  the  complainants  have  leave  to  amend 
th^ir  bill  filed  in  the  cause  on  payment  of  costSy  the  amend- 
ment to  be  filed  on  or  before  the  15th  of  November,  1866." 

The  case  was  accordingly  heard  on  an  amended  bill, 
which,  instead  of  alleging  that  the  father  had  promised  to 
give  the  son  or  his  wife  the  lot,  alleged  that  he  promised  to 
give  the  lot  to  the  vrife^  it  being  understood  that  she  would 
allow  her  money  to  be  expended  in  building  upon  it  a  dwell- 
ing-house for  herself  and  her  heirs.  On  the  amended  plead* 
ings,  and  on  substantially  the  original  evidence,  the  ease 
was  heard  again,  and  a  decree  made  that  the  father  should 
make  a  deed  to  a  trustee  of  the  house  and  lot,  for  the  sole 
use  and  benefit  of  his  son's  wife,  freed  from  liability  for  the 
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son's  debts,  or  those  of  any  other  husband;  and  that  he 
should  account  for  the  rents  since  the  filing  of  the  bill. 
From  that  decree  the  case  was  now  here  on  appeal. 

Messrs.  Davidge  and  P.  PhilUpSyfor  the  father ^  appellant  in  the 
casey  contended — 

1.  That  after  publication  had  passed,  and  the  case  had 
been  set  down  for  hearing,  the  bill  could  not  be  amended  in 
any  other  respect  than  by  making  new  parties.  That  here 
the  original  bill  alleged  that  possession  was  given  to  both 
husband  and  wife,  and  accepted  by  bothy  and  the  house 
erected  by  the  husband  with  moneys  which  had  been  re- 
duced into  possession  by  him ;  that  the  whole  scheme  of  it 
was  for  the  recovery  of  property  in  which  a  married  woman 
might  have  an  interest  subject  to  the  marital  rights  of  her 
husband,  whereas  the  amended  bill  set  up  a  claim  adverse 
to  said  marital  rights;  that  this  changed  the  framework  of 
the  bill,  and  made  a  new  case. 

2.  That  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds  upon 
the  ground  of  part  performance,  it  was  indispensable,  not 
only  to  show  that  there  was  some  contract,  but  to  show  a 
contract,  clear,  definite,  and  unequivocal  in  all  its  terms; 
that  here  the  terms,  as  set  out  in  the  original  bill,  were  to 
give  and  convey,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  of  the 
complainants,  to  both  of  them,  or  one  or  the.o^A^  of  them, 
one  or  part  of  one  of  the  lots  whereof  defendant  was  seized, 
to  the  end  that  with  money  then  belonging  or  expected  to 
belong  to  the  oratrix,  they  might  erect  thereon  a  dwelling- 
house  for  their  habitation  and  home.  How  could  such  a 
contract  be  specifically  performed?  Here  were  three  dis- 
tinct and  inconsistent  contracts  averred  in  the  bill,  and  each 
alleged  to  have  been  made  in  reference  to  real  estate,  but  to 
what  real  estate  was  left  wholly  uncertain  by  the  contract. 
If  the  contracts  were  to  be  regarded  as  in  the  alternative, 
which  was  not  alleged,  to  which  of  the  three  parties  belonged 
the  election  as  to  how  it  should  be  executed,  and  when  was 
that  election  to  be  exercised  ?"*" 

*  See  Oox  v.  Cox,  26  Pennsylvania  Stote,  876. 
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That,  independently  of  all  other  things,  as  a  repayment  of 
whatever  money  of  the  wife  had  passed  into  the  lot,  would 
make  her  whole,  the  case,  if  a  case  for  anything,  was  one 
for  damages,  and  not  for  specific  performance. 

Messrs.  Webb  and  Kennedy  ^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  would  seem  clear,  from  the  manner  in  which  the  court 
below,  of  its  own  motion,  and  without  assigning  any  reasons 
for  this  action,  gave  the  complainants  leave  to  amend  their 
bill,  that  on  the  original  hearing  it  was  satisfied  that  the 
evidence  made  out  a  case  for  relief,  but  a  case  different  from 
the  one  stated  in  the  bill ;  and,  that  as  the  pleadings  must 
correspond  with  the  evidence,  it  was  necessary  either  to  dis- 
miss the  bill  without  prejudice,  or  to  give  the  leave  to  amend. 
The  court  adopted  the  latter  alternative,  doubtless,  with  a 
view  to  save  expense  to  the  parties,  and  because  such  a 
course  could  not,  by  any  possibility,  work  any  harm  to  the 
defendant. 

It  is  insisted  that  this  proceeding  was  erroneous;  that  after 
a  cause  has  been  heard,  the  power  of  allowing  amendments 
ceases,  or  if  it  exists  at  all,  it  cannot  go  so  far  as  to  authorize 
a  plaintiff  to  change  the  framework  of  his  bill,  and  make  an 
entirely  new  case,  although  on  the  same  subject-matter,  as, 
it  is  contended,  was  done  in  this  instance  under  the  leave 
to  amend. 

This  doctrine  would  deny  to  a  court  of  equity  the  power 
to  grant  amendments  after  the  cause  was  heard  and  before 
decree  was  passed,  no  matter  how  manifest  it  was  that  the 
purposes  of  substantial  justice  required  it,  and  would,  if 
sanctioned,  frequently  embarrass  the  court  in  its  efforts  to 
adjust  the  proper  mode  and  measure  of  relief.  To  accom- 
plish the  object  for  which  a  court  of  equity  was  created,  it 
has  the  power  to  adapt  its  proceedings  to  the  exigency  of 
each  particular  case,  but  this  power  would  very  often  be 
ineffectual  for  the  purpose,  unless  it  also  possessed  the  ad- 
ditional power,  after  a  cause  was  heard  and  a  case  for  relief 
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made  out,  bat  not  the  case  disclosed  by  the  bill,  to  allow  an 
alteration  of  the  pleadings  on  terms,  that  the  party  not  in 
fault  would  have  no  reasonable  ground  to  object  to.  That 
the  court  has  this  power  and  can,  upon  hearing  the  cause, 
if  unable  to  do  complete  justice  by  reason  of  defective  plead- 
ings, permit  amendments,  both  of  bills  and  answers,  is  sus- 
tained by  the  authorities.'*' 

Necessarily,  in  a  Federal  tribunal  the  matter  of  amendment 
at  this  stage  of  the  progress  of  a  cause  rests  in  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  court.  At  an  earlier  stage,  this  discretion 
is  controlled  by  the  rules  of  equity  practice  adopted  by  this 
court,  but  not  so  upon  the  hearing,  for  there  is  no  rule  on 
the  subject  of  amendments  applicable  to  a  cause  which  has 
advanced  to  this  point.  As,  therefore,  the  leave  to  amend 
in  this  instance  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  court,  we 
will  proceed  to  dispose  of  the  case  on  its  merits. 

It  is  unnecessary,  in  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  power 
of  the  court  over  amendments  at  the  hearing,  to  discuss  the 
question^  whether  the  amended  bill  is  materially  different 
from  the  original  bill.  It  is  enough  to  I|now,  if  different, 
that  the  subject-matter  of  both  bills  is  the  same,  and  that 
the  contract,  consideration,  promise,  and  acts  of  part  per- 
formance, stated  in  the  amended  bill,  are  stated  with  suffi- 
cient precision,  and,  if  supported  by  proof,  entitle  the  com- 
plainants to  the  relief  which  they  seek  at  the  hands  of  a  court 
of  equity.  The  statute  of  frauds  requires  a  contract  con- 
cerning real  estate  to  be  in  writing,  but  courts  of  equity, 
whether  wisely  or  not  it  is  too  late  now  to  inquire,  have 
stepped  in  and  relaxed  the  rigidity  of  this  rule,  and  hold 
that  a  part  performance  removes  the  bar  of  the  statute,  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  a  fraud  for  the  vendor  to  insist  on 
the  absence  of  a  written  instrument,  when  he  had  permitted 
the  contract  to  be  partly  executed.  And  equity  protects  a 
parol  gift  of  land,  equally  with  a  parol  agreement  to  sell  it, 
if  accompanied  by  possession,  and  the  donee,  induced  by 

*  Hitford'8  Chancery  Pleading,  826,  881;  Story's  Equity  Pleading,  {J 
904  and  905;  Daniel's  Chancery  Practice  and  Pleading,  468,  466;  Smith  v. 
Babcock,  8  Sumner,  688;  KcArtee  v.  Bngart,  18  Illinois,  242. 
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the  promiee  to  give  it,  has  made  valaahle  improvements 
on  the  property.  And  this  is  particularly  true,  where  the 
donor  stipulates  that  the  expenditure  shall  be  made,  and  by 
doing  this  makes  it  the  consideration  or  condition  of  the 

gift.* 
Was  this  gift  in  question  made  to  Mary  H.  Neale  and  her 

children,  and  has  the  condition  on  which  it  was  given  been 
performed  so  as  to  make  it  inequitable  for  the  donor  to  escape 
from  his  engagement  ?  We  do  not  propose  to  discuss  the 
evidence  at  length,  in  order  to  vindicate  the  conclusion  we 
have  reached  in  regard  to  it  It  is  in  many  respects  con- 
flicting and  contradictory,  and  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  the 
contest  over  this  property,  like  all  contests  between  near  re- 
lations, has  elements  of  bitterness  in  it  It  is  enough  to  say, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  that  on  the  whole  evidence  it  is 
reasonably  certain  that  John  E.  Keale  agreed  to  give  to 
Mary  Hamilton,  who  was  about  to  marry  his  son,  in  further- 
ance of  the  marriage,  the  lot  in  controversy,  for  the  benefit 
of  herself  and  children,  and  for  a  home  for  the  family,  if, 
with  her  means,  ^  suitable  dwelling-house  was  erected  on  it, 
and  that  this  has  been  done.  On  no  other  theory  of  this 
case  are  the  undisputed  facts  reconcilable  with  the  conduct 
of  the  parties.  There  is  no  dispute  that  the  husband,  before 
and  after  marriage,  was  of  dissipated  habits ;  that  the  father 
knew  it,  and  had  but  little  confidence  in  his  ability  to  manage 
money  with  judgment,  and  was  desirous  that  the  property  of 
the  wife  should  not  be  embarked  in  the  husband's  business. 
What  so  natural  as  that  a  father,  having  a  son  of  this  char- 
acter about  to  marry  a  lady  of  property,  should  wish  to  have 
her  property  secured  against  the  consequences  of  her  hus- 
band's improvidence  and  dissipation.  This  could  not  be 
done,  as  he  had  a  lot  to  give  on  the  occurrence  of  the  mar- 
riage, by  agreeing  to  give  it  to  the  son  if  he  improved  it  with 
his  wife's  means,  because  he  might  sell  it  and  waste  the 
money,  or  become  involved  in  debt  and  lose  it  in  that  way. 
Indeed,  we  are  assured  from  the  father's  own  estimate  of  his 

*  1  Leading  Cases  in  Bquity,  American  note  to  Lester  v,  Foxcroft,  626. 
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Bon's  character,  he  feared  the  happening  of  one  or  the  other 
of  these  events  in  case  he  donated  the  lot  to  the  son,  and,  to 
avoid  placing  his  own  gift  and  the  wife's  inheritance  in  equal 
peril,  he  did  what  any  other  parent  under  like  circamstances 
would  have  done,  gave  the  lot  to  the  wife,  so  that,  if  im- 
proved by  her,  it  would  be  safe  at  all  times  from  the  effects 
of  the  husband's  folly,  and  be  a  secure  home  for  the  family. 
It  is  true,  the  declarations  of  the  father  on  the  subject,  are, 
literally  taken,  contradictory,  but  we  place  but  little  reliance 
as  evidence  on  his  statements  made  to  some  witnesses,  that 
the  gift  was  to  the  son,  because  they  are  in  conflict  with 
statements  frequently  made  at  difierent  times  to  other  per- 
sons, that  the  gift  was  to  the  wife,  and  are  inconsistent  with 
his  conduct  and  motives  fairly  deducible  from  the  other  evi- 
dence in  the  case.  Besides,  in  one  sense,  it  is  true  the  gift 
was  to  the  son,  as  it  was  for  his  benefit,  and  would  not  have 
been  made  if  he  had  remained  jsingle,  and  in  this  sense  the 
father  doubtless  meant  his  declarations  on  the  subject  to  be 
received. 

As,  therefore,  the  gift  was  to  the  wife,  and  in  fee  simple, 
for  a  less  estate  would  not  secure  the  object  the  father  had  in 
view,  it  remains  to  be  seen  what  was  done  with  the  property 
after  the  intermarriage  of  the  parties.  And  here  the  char- 
acter of  the  evidence,  and  its  effect  on  the  issue  we  are  con- 
sidering, cannot  be  misapprehended.  It  appears  that  shortly 
after  the  marriage  the  house  was  built  with  money  belonging 
to  the  wife,  and  with  the  knowledge  of  the  appellant,  who 
lived  on  an  a^oining  lot  and  acted,  according  to  one  witness, 
as  general  supervisor  in  the  matter.  It  further  appears  that 
on  the  completion  of  the  house  the  newly  married  couple 
lived  in  it,  for  a  season,  and  afterwards  rented  it,  and  that 
during  their  absence  on  a  casual  visit  to  Maryland  in  1861,  it 
having  become  temporarily  vacant  by  the  withdrawal  of  the 
tenant,  the^  appellant,  without  their  knowledge  and  consent, 
moved  into  it  and  still  retains  possession  of  it.  It  is  impos- 
sible, in  view  of  these  facts,  which  prove  that  the  condition 
of  the  gift  had  been  performed,  to  escape  the  conclusion  that 
the  father  at  the  outset  was  satisfied  with  the  arrangement, 
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and  that  his  subsequent  conduct,  tending  to  show  that  he 
had  disavowed  it,  was  an  afterthought 

It  is  insisted  that  a  part  of  the  money  used  in  building  the 
house  was  advanced  by  the  father,  who,  in  conjunction  with 
the  son,  borrowed  it  from  Mrs.  Sears,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
consideration,  pro  tantOy  for  the  gift  has  failed.  It  is  clear 
that  the  husband  received  from  the  wife's  guardian  more 
money  than  was  required  to  build  the  house,  and  had  agreed 
with  her  to  devote  enough  of  it  to  this  purpose,  but,  instead 
of  doing  this,  unfortunately,  he  employed  a  portion  of  it  in 
his  store,  which  rendered  necessary  the  Sears  loan.  This 
loan,  secured  by  the  father  on  the  property  in  controverey, 
stood  on  the  books  of  the  son  as  a  confidential  debt  due  his 
wife,  and  when  he  failed  and  assigned  his  property,  he 
recognized  it  as  such  and  preferred  it  over  all  other  debts. 
There  was  certainly  nothing  wrong  in  this  provision,  which 
relieved  the  property  of  th^  wife  of  an  incumbrance  created 
because  the  husband  had  misappropriated  her  money,  and, 
as  the  father  accepted  the  trust  under  the  assignment,  with 
this  debt  thus  preferred,  and  at  the  same  time  received  suf- 
ficient property  to  pay  it,  it  is  hard  to  see  wherein  he  has 
cause  of  complaint  in  this  matter,  or  how  he  can  truthfully 
say  he  paid  any  part  of  the  money  that  went  into  the  house. 
In  any  proper  sense  the  house  was  built  with  the  wife's 
money,  and  equity  will  give  her  the  benefit  of  it  in  this  con- 
troversy with  the  father. 

As  before  remarked,  the  case  as  stated  is  made  out  with 
reasonable  certainty,  which  is  all  that  is  required."*"  Any 
other  degree  of  certainty  in  a  case  of  this  character  is  unat- 
tainable. 

Damages  will  not  compensate  for  the  breach  of  this  con- 
tract, nor  answer  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  it,  and  a 
specific  performance  is  therefore  essential  to  the  complete 

ends  of  justice. 

Decree  affirmed. 

*  1  Leading  Gases  in  Bquity,  American  note  to  Lester  v.  Fozcroft,  awpra; 
Hundy  v.  Jollifie,  6  Hylne  &  Craig,  p.  177. 
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!Rbesb  v.  United  States. 

1.  Where  the  condition  of  a  recognizance  of  bail  in  a  criminal  action  pend- 
ing in  a  circuit  coyrt  of  the  United  States,  provided  that  the  party  held 
to  bail  should  appear  for  trial  at  the  next  regular  term  of  the  court,  and 
ai  any  mbaequent  term  ihereafUr^  the  latter  clause  is  construed  to  mean 
that  the  party  shall  appear  at  any  subsequent  term  which  may  follow  in 
regular  succession  in  the  course  of  business  of  the  court,  and  not  at  any 
distant  future  term  to  which  either  party  might  be  disposed  to  postpone 
the  trial,  without  reference  to  any  intervening  term. 

2.-  Where  a  stipulation  was  made  between  the  parties  to  a  criminal  action 
(the  government  and  the  prisoner),  and  entered  in  the  minutes  of  the 
court,  to  postpone  the  trial  of  the  action  until  the  determination  of  cases 
pending  In  another  court ;  hdd^  that  the  stipulation  was  inconsistent 
with  the  condition  of  a  recognizance  of  bail,  that  the  principal  should 
appear  for  trial  at  any  subsequent  term  following  the  then  next  term  in 
regular  succession ;  and  that  it  released  the  principal  from  the  obliga- 
tion to  appear  at  any  such  subsequent  term. 

8.  Although  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  sureties  on  a  recognizance  are  in 
many  respects  different  from  those  of  sureties  on  ordinary  bonds  or  com- 
mercial contracts,  yet  their  positions  are  similar  in  respect  to  the  limi- 
tations of  their  liability  to  the  precise  terms  of  their  contract,  and  the 
effect  upon  such  liability  of  any  change  in  those  terms  without  their 
consent. 

4.  By  a  recognizance  of  bail  in  a  criminal  action  the  principal  is,  in  the. 
theory  of  the  law,  committed  to  the  custody  of  the  sureties  as  to  jailers 
of  his  own  choosing,  not  that  he  is  subjected  or  can  be  subjected  by  them 
to  constant  imprisonment,  but  that  he  is  so  far  placed  in  their  power  that 
they  may  at  any  time  arrest  him  upon  the  recognizance  and  surrender 
him  to  the  court,  and,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  accomplish  this,  may 
restrain  him  of  his  liberty. 

6.  This  power  of  arrest  can  only  be  exercised  within  the  territory  of  the 
United  States ;  and  there  is  an  implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  prin- 
cipal with  his  sureties,  when  he  is  admitted  to  bail,  that  he  will  not  de- 
part out  of  this  territory  without  their  assent.  There  is  also  an  implied 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  government,  when  the  recognizance  of  bail 
is  accepted,  that  it  will  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  this  covenant  be- 
tween them,  or  impair  its  obligation,  or  take  any  proceedings  with  the 
principal  which  will  increase  the  risks  of  the  sureties  or  affect  their 
remedy  against  him. 

6.  Accordingly  when  in  a  criminal  action  a  stipulation  was  made  and  en- 
tered in  the  minutes  of  the  court,  between  the  government  and  the  cle> 
fendant,  who  had  given  bail  for  his  appearance  for  trial,  that  he  might 
depart  without  the  territory  of  the  United  States  to  a  foreign  country, 
and  remain  there  until  certain  civil  cases  pending  in  another  court  were 
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Anally  disposed  of,  and  such  stipulation  was  made  without  the  knowl- 
edge or  assent  of  the  sureties  on  the  recognizance  of  bail,  held  that  the 
sureties  were  released. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  California; 
the  case  being  thus : 

In  December,  1856,  one  Limantour  was  indicted  at  San 
Francisco  by  the  grand  jury  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  uttering  and  publishing  as  true,  to  the 
board  of  laud  commissioners  created  under  the  act  of  March 
8d,  1851,  to  ascertain  and  settle  private  land  claims  in  the 
State  of  California,  a  false  writing,  purporting  to  be  a  grant 
of  certain  described  lands  in  California  from  the  Mexican 
government,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  United  States,  know- 
ing the  same  to  be  false.  To  this  indictment  Limantour 
appeared  and  pleaded  not  guilty.  He  was  then  admitted  to 
bail,  on  motion  of  his  counsel,  the  amount  being  fixed,  by 
order  of  the  court,  at  $30,000. 

Soon  after  the  issue  was  thus  joined,  a  motion  was  made 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  set  the  case  for  trial  early 
in  January,  1857.  This  motion  was  resisted,  and  at  the  same 
time  application  was  made  on  the  part  of  Limantour  for  a 
continuance  of  the  cause,  and  in  support  of  the  application 
his  affidavit  was  read,  in  which  he  asserted  the  genuineness 
of  the  grant  alleged  by  the  United  States  to  have  been  forged, 
and  that  it  was  made  at  the  time  and  by  the  officers  as  averred 
by  him.  For  alleged  perjury  in  making  this  affidavit  the 
grand  jury  soon  afterwards  found  a  second  indictment  against 
him.  To  this  indictment  he  also  appeared  tod  pleaded  not 
guilty,  and,  upon  the  motion  of  his  counsel,  was  admitted  to 
bail,  its  amount  being  fixed  at  $5000. 

By  order  of  the  court  the  recognizance  of  bail  was  taken 
in  one  instrument,  the  obligation  of  the  sureties  being  the 
amoimt  required  in  both  cases.  The  defendant,  Reese,  and 
one  Castro,  became  the  sureties  of  Limantour,  binding  them- 
selves jointly  and  severally  in  the  sum  designated.  Upon 
this  recognizance  the  United  States  brought  suit;  the  present 
action.  The  recognizance  recited  the  finding  and  presents 
ment  of  the  two  indictments,  the  commitment  of  Limantour 
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thereon,  and  the  order  of  the  court  for  his  discharge  on  fur- 
nishing the  required  bail,  and  was  conditioned  that  Liman* 
tour  should  personally  appear  at  the  next  regular  term  of  the 
Circuit  Court  to  be  held  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  and  at 
any  subseqiient  term  to  be  thereafter  hdd  in  that  city^  to  answer  all 
such  matters  and  things  as  should  be  objected  against  him, 
and  to  abide  the  order  of  the  court  and  not  depart  therefrom 
without  leave  first  obtained.  This  recognizance  was  dated 
the  5th  of  February,  1857. 

At  the  subsequent  term  of  the  Circuit  Court,  in  August 
of  that  year,  Limantour  appeared  and  was  ready  and  pressing 
for  trial  in  both  cases,  with  witnesses  in  attendance  from  the 
city  of  Mexico.  The  district  attorney  thereupon  moved  for 
a  postponement  of  the  trials.  At  this  time  two  cases  of 
Limantour  for  land  claimed  under  alleged  Mexican  grants 
were  pending  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  on 
appeal  from  decrees  of  the  land  commissioners,  by  whom  the 
claims  had  been  confirmed.  One  of  the  cases  was  for  a  claim 
under  the  alleged  forged  grant.  The  witnesses  in  attendance 
were  persons  who  had  been  brought  from  Mexico  to  testify 
in  the  land  cases,  and  they  were  obliged  to  return  without 
delay.  It  was  therefore  stipulated  between  the  district  at- 
'  torney  and  the  counsel  of  Limantour,  on  the  one  side  that 
the  postponement  desired  by  the  government  should  be  as- 
sented to,  and  on  the  other  side  that  neither  of  the  criminal 
actions  should  be  brought  to  trial  until  after  final  decrees  had 
been  rendered  in  the  two  land  cases  by  the  District  Court; 
and  if  both  or  either  of  the  decrees  were  in  favor  of  the 
claimant  that  the  criminal  actions  should  be  dismissed  by  the 
United  States;  but  if  the  decrees  were  adverse  to  the  claimant 
that  reasonable  time  should  be  given  him  to  prepare  for  the 
trial  of  the  criminal  actions,  and  to  procure  the  attendance 
of  such  of  his  witnesses  as  resided  without  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia. The  stipulation  was  entered  upon  the  minutes  of 
the  court,  and  the  postponement  desired  was  granted,  by 
order  of  the  court,  in  accordance  with  its  terms. 

With  this  stipulationy  the  sureties  on  the  recognizance  had  noth- 
ing to  do  in  any  way^  and  hady  in/act^  no  knowledge  of  it 
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It  was  proved  at  the  trial,  without  objection,  that  it  was 
fully  understood  by  all  parties  at  the  time  that  if  the  stipu* 
lation  should  be  made,  Limantour  and  his  witnesses  would 
return  to  Mexico  and  remain  there  until  the  civil  cases  in 
the  United  States  District  Court  were  finally  disposed  of, 
and  that  Limantour  should  afterwards  have  time  enough 
allowed  him  to  give  notice  to  his  witnesses  and  get  them 
and  return  with  them  to  San  Francisco. 

The  result  was  that  the  witnesses  of  Limantour  returned 
at  once  to  Mexico,  and  after  two  or  three  months'  delay  Li- 
mantour followed  them,  and  never  returned  to  California. 

In  November,  1858,  the  District  Court  by  its  decrees  re- 
jected the  claims  of  Limantour  in  both  of  the  land  cases, 
and  soon  afterwards  the  district  attorney  moved  that  the 
criminal  actions  be  set  for  trial.  After  repeated  adjourn- 
ments the  motion  was  finally  argued  and  decided  in  March, 
1859,  and  on  the  26th  of  that  month  were  set  for  trial  for 
the  25th  of  April  following.  On  this  latter  day  the  two  ac- 
tions were  called,  and  Limantour  was  called  in  both,  but  he 
did  not  appear  in  either  of  them,  and  thereupon  an  order 
was  entered  forfeiting  the  recognizance  of  bail. 

By  stipulation  of  the  parties  the  case  was  tried  in  the  Circuit 
Court  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  and  that  court ' 
gave  judgment  for  the  United  States.    The  surety,  Reese, 
accordingly  brought  the  case  here  by  writ  of  error. 

Mr,  E.  Casserbfy  in  his  behalf y  citing,  and  relying  particu- 
larly upon  Bees  v.  Berrington,*  and  the  English  and  Ameri- 
can notes  to  it,  as  given  in  the  Leading  Cases  in  Equity ,*f 
in  which  case  Lord  Loughborough  states  that  it  was  ^Hhe 
clearest  and  most  evident  equity  not  to  carry  on  any  trans- 
action without  the  privity  of  him  who  must  necessarily 
have  a  concern  with  the  principal  debtor,"  argued  that 
though  the  recognizance  here  was,  when  taken,  a  valid  obli- 
gation, yet  that  fhe  sureties  had  been  discharged  by  matter 
subsequently  arising  out  of  the  written  stipulation  for  a  post- 

*  2  Vesey,  640.  f  Vol.  8,  pp.  819,  822,  827,  669,  660. 
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ponement  of  the  criminal  actions  against  their  principal, 
Limantoar,  for  a  long  and  uncertain  period,  made,  without 
their  knowledge  or  privity  in  any  way,  between  him  and 
the  United  States,  in  August,  1857,  and  then  entered  as  an 
order  of  court;  and  by  the  circumstances  connected  with 
the  same. 

The  Attorney' Generaly  Mr.  Hoary  submitted  the  case  on  the 
recordy  which  contained  the  opinion  of  the  court  below,  in* 
which  the  court  observed  on  this  particular  point  that  the 
stipulation  of  August,  1857,  though  most  unusual  in  all  its 
features,  might  be  justified.     The  court  said: 

'*The  grant  alleged  to  be  forged,  and  in  swearing  to  the  gen- 
uineness of  which  the  forgery  was  charged,  had  been  adjudged 
valid  by  the  board  of  land  commissioners,  and  the  appeal  from 
its  decree  was  at  the  time  pending  undetermined.  The  post-, 
ponement  of  the  trial  until  this  appeal  was  disposed  of  was  a 
very  proper  exercise  of  the  power  of  the  court,  provided  the 
accused  waived  his  right  to  a  speedy  trial  and  assented  to  the 
postponement.  In  this  act  we  do  not  perceive  any  ground  upon 
which  the  bail  can  claim  exemption  from  liability  on  their  re- 
cognizance. They  were  not  bound  to  continue  as  sureties  any 
longer  from  this  circamstance  than  without  it.  They  could  at 
any  time  afterwards  have  surrendered  the  defendant  and  been 
exonerated.  In  the  theory  of  the  law  he  was  in  their  custody, 
as  jailers  of  his  own  choosing,  subject  to  be  surrendered  at  any 
moment.  If  they  failed  to  exercise  their  power  over  him  they 
must  bear  the  responsibility  attached  to  the  position  they  volun- 
tarily assumed.!' 

Mr.  Justice  FIELD,  after  stating  tjie  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows : 

As  a  defence  to  this  action  the  defendant  relied  in  the 
Circuit  Court  upon  several  grounds,  the  principal  of  which 
were  these: 

First  That  the  acts  charged  in  the  two  indictments  did 
not,  at  the  time  of  their  alleged  commission,  constitute  any 
ofience  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States ;  and,  as  a  con- 
sequence, that  the  indictments  and  all  proceedings  there- 

VOL.  IX.  2 
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under,  including  the  requiring  of  bail  for  the  appearance  of 
the  party  indicted,  were  void. 

Second.  That  if  the  indictments  and  proceedings  there- 
under were  not  void,  the  stipulation  of  August,  1857,  for  a 
postponement  of  the  trials,  released  the  sureties  from  lia- 
bility on  their  recognizance ;  and 

Third.  That  the  recognizance  was  void  in  embracing  the 
amount  required  as  bail  upon  both  indictments. 

The  third  ground  here  stated  is  not  pressed  in  this  court. 
The  other  two  grounds  are  substantially  the  same  which  are 
urged  here,  difiering  only  in  their  form  of  statement.  Upon 
the  first  of  these  we  express  no  opinion.  Upon  the  second 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Circuit  Court  erred,  and  for  reasons 
which  may  be  briefly  stated. 

The  condition  of  the  recognizance  provided  for  the  per- 
sonal appearance  of  Limautour  at  the  then  next  regular  term 
of  the  Circuit  Court  in  San  Francisco,  and  also  at  any  subse- 
quent term  to  be  thereafter  held  in  that  city.  It  has  been 
suggested  that  the  provision  for  the  appearance  of  the  party 
at  any  term  subsequent  to  that  succeeding  his  arrest  is  un* 
usual  and  invalid,  but  we  do  not  pass  upon  the  suggestion, 
and  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  we  shall  treat  the  recogni- 
zance as  unobjectionable  in  form.  At  the  next  regular  term 
after  its  execution  the  party  personally  appeared  with  his 
witnesses  and  pressed  the  trial  of  the  indictments.  The  first 
portion  of  the  condition  of  the  recognizance  was  thus  com- 
plied with.  The  provision  for  his  appearance  at  any  subse- 
quent term  had  reference  to  such  subsequent  term  as  might 
follow  in  regular  succession  in  the  course  of  business  of  the 
court.  It  was  inserted  to  obviate  the  necessity  of  renewing 
the  bail  every  time  the  cases  were,  from  any  cause,  continued 
from  one  term,  to  another.  It  was  not  intended  to  apply  to 
any  distant  future  term  to  which  either  party  might  be  dis- 
posed to  postpone  the  trials  without  reference  to  any  inter- 
vening terra.  The  principal  and  sureties  by  their  recogni- 
zance covenanted  with  the  United  States  that  the  principal 
should  appear  before  the  court  and  answer  all  such  matters 
as  might  be  objected  against  him  at  the  next  term,  and  from 
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term  to  term  until  the  cases  were  disposed  of;  not  that  he 
ehoald  appear  at  the  next  term,  and  then  at  a  term  years 
later,  depending  for  its  designation  upon  the  happening  of  a 
contingent  event. 

The  stipulation  in  this  case  was  for  a  postponement  of  the 
trial  of  the  criminal  actions  for  a  period  of  uncertain  dura- 
tion ;  until  final  decrees  should  be  rendered  by  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  certain  cases  pending  on  ap* 
peal  from  the  board  of  commissioners  created  under  the  act 
of  March  8d,  1851,  to  ascertain  and  settle  private  land  claims 
in  the  State  of  California.  Cases  on  appeal  from  that  board 
were  not  heard  upon  the  record  transmitted  to  the  court,  and 
therefore  were  not  subject  to  be  disposed  of  whenever  they 
could  be  argued.  They  were  tried  anew  upon  the  testimony 
and  proceedings  had  before  the  board  and  such  further  tes- 
timony as  might  be  produced  by  the  parties  in  the  District 
Court.*  The  proceedings  in  the  court  advanced  slowly  when 
new  testimony  was  produced,  as  it  was  required  t<)  be  taken 
in  writing  and  by  question  and  answer.  Independent  of 
this  circumstance  it  was  difficult  to  anticipate  the  period 
which  any  case,  meeting  with  opposition  and  seriously  con- 
tested, would  occupy.  The  difficulty  of  determining  in  ad- 
vance the  duration  of  litigated  proceedings,  which  exists  in 
all  cases,  was  increased  with  respect  to  Mexican  land  cases, 
appealed  from  the  board  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States,  by  a  variety  of  causes;  among  others,  from  the  manner 
in  which  the  testimony  was  taken,  as  already  stated;  the  ne- 
cessity of  looking  into  the  archives  of  the  former  department 
of  California,  and  sometimes  of  the  supreme  government  at 
the  city  of  Mexico;  of  examining  Mexican  witnesses, ignorant 
of  our  language,  and  of  interpreting  Mexican  and  Spanish 
usages,  ordinances,  and  laws.  In  the  cases  of  the  city  of  San 
Francisco  and  of  the  city  of  Sonoma,t  the  appeals  were  pend- 
ing in  the  District  Court  for  over  eight  years.  These  cases 
of  Limantour  involved  lands  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco 

*  UDited  SUteev.  Bitchie,  17  Howard,  588;  Grisar  «.  HoDoweU,  6  Wal- 
lace, 875. 
t  8  Wallace,  684. 
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and  adjoining  it,  covered  with  buildings  and  expensive  and 
permanent  improvements,  which  were  of  the  value  of  many 
millions.  His  claims  were,  for  this  reason,  as  well  as  their 
supposed  fraudulent  character,  vigorously  contested,  not 
only  by  the  United  States,  but  by  citizens  of  San  Francisco, 
acting  in  concert  with  the  district  attorney.  A  final  dispo- 
sition of  them  until  after  the  lapse  of  many  months,  and  per- 
haps of  several  years,  could  not,  therefore,  have  been  reason- 
ably anticipated. 

The  stipulation  to  postpone  the  trials  until  after  such  final 
disposition  was  inconsistent  with  the  condition  of  the  recog- 
nizance. It  released  Limantour  from  the  obligation  of  ap- 
pearing at  any  subsequent  term  following  the  then  next  term 
in  regular  succession.  It  substituted  for  it  an  agreement 
that  he  need  not  appear  at  any  such  subsequent  term,  but 
only  at  such  term  as  might  be  held  after  the  happening  of 
an  uncertain  and  contingent  event.  The  stipulation,  in  other 
words,  sujterseded  the  condition  of  the  recognizance. 

This  will  readily  appear  if  we  consider  the  condition, 
which,  subsequent  to  that  stipulation,  must  have  been  ex- 
acted in  a  new  recognizance,  if  the  sureties  on  the  present 
recognizance  had  surrendered  their  principal.  It  could  not 
have  been  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  at  the  next 
regular  term  thereafter,  or  any  succeeding  term,  for  such  a 
condition  would  have  been  inconsistent  with  the  stipulation. 
It  could  only  have  been  for  his  appearance  at  such  term  as 
might  be  designated  by  the  district  attorney  or  the  Circuit 
Court,  after  the  final  decrees  were  rendered  by  the  District 
Court  in  certain  land  cases  pending  therein  on  appeal  from 
the  board  of  land  commissioners;  provided  always,  that  such 
decrees  were  against  the  claimant ;  and  provided  further, 
that  the  term  designated  allowed  reasonable  time  to  the 
defendant  to  prepare  for  trial,  and  to  procure  the  attendance 
of  witnesses  residing  out  of  the  State.  It  requires  no  argu- 
ment to  show  that  a  condition  like  this  would  be  a  very 
different  one  from  that  embodied  in  the  existing  recogni- 
zance. 

If,  now,  we  apply  the  ordinary  and  settled  doctrine,  which 
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controls  the  liabilities  of  sureties,  it  must  follow  that  the 
sureties  on  the  recognizance  in  suit  are  discharged.  The 
stipulation,  made  without  their  consent  or  knowledge,  be- 
tween the  principal  and  the  government,  has  changed  the 
character  of  his  obligation;  it  has  released  him  from  the 
obligation  with  which  they  covenanted  he  should  comply, 
and  substituted  another  in  its  place. 

It  is  true,  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  sureties  on  a  recog* 
nizance  are  in  many  respects  different  from  those  of  sureties 
on  ordinary  bonds  or  commercial  contracts.  The  former  can 
at  any  time  discharge  themselves  from  liability  by  surrender- 
ing their  principal,  and  they  are  discharged  by  his  death. 
The  latter  can  only  be  released  by  payment  of  the  debt  or 
performance  of  the  act  stipulated.  But  in  respect  to  the 
limitations  of  their  liability  to  the  precise  terms  of  their 
contract,  and  the  effect  upon  puch  liability  pf  any  change  in 
those  terms  without  their  consent,  their  positions  are  similar. 
And  the  law  upon  these  matters  is  perfectly  well  settled. 
Any  change  in  the  contract,  on  which  they  are  sureties, 
made  by  the  principal  parties  to  it  without  their  assent,  dis- 
charges them,  and  for  obvious  reasons.  When  the  change 
18  made  they  are  not  bound  by  the  contract  in  its  original 
form,  for  that  has  ceased  to  exist.  They  are  not  bouud  by 
the  contract  in  its  altered  form,  for  to  that  they  have  never 
assented.  Kor  does  it  matter  how  trivial  the  change,  or  even 
that  it  may  be  of  advantage  to  the  sureties.  They  have  a 
right  to  stand  upon  the  very  terms  of  their  undertaking. 

There  is  also  another  view  of  the  stipulation  which  leads 
to  the  same  result  By  the  recognizance  the  principal  is,  in 
the  theory  of  the  law,  committed  to  the  custody  of  the 
sureties  as  to  jailers  of  his  own  choosing,  not  that  he  is,  in 
point  of  fact,  in  this  country  at  least,  subjected  or  can  be 
subjected  by  them  to  constant  imprisonment;  but  he  is  so 
far  placed  in  their  power  that  they  may  at  any  time  arrest 
him  upon  the  recognizance  and  surrender  him  to  the  court, 
and,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  accomplish  this,  may  restrain 
him  of  his  liberty.  This  power  of  arrest  can  only  be  exer- 
cised within  the  territory  of  the  United  States;  and  there  is 
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an  implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  principal  with  his 
sureties,  when  he  is  admitted  to  bail,  that  he  will  not  depart 
out  of  this  territory  without  their  assent.  There  is  also  an 
implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  government,  when  the 
recognizance  of  bail  is  accepted,  that  it  will  not  in  any  way 
interfere  with  this  covenant  between  them,  or  impair  its 
obligation,  or  take  any  proceedings  with  the  principal  which 
will  increase  the  risks  of  the  sureties  or  affect  their  remedy 
against  him. 

The  stipulation  in  this  case  was  made  with  the  distinct 
understanding  of  the  parties,  that  upon  its  execution  Liman- 
tour  and  his  witnesses  would  return  to  Mexico,  and  would 
remain  there  until  the  civil  cases  in  the  District  Court  were 
finally  disposed  of,  and  that  he  should  afterwards  have  time 
allowed  him  to  obtain  his  witnesses  and  return  to  this  coun- 
try with  them.  The  government  thus  consented  that  Liman- 
tour  might  depart  out  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States 
to  a  foreign  country,  where  it  would  be  impossible  for  the 
bail  to  exercise  their  right  to  arrest  and  surrender  him ;  and 
further,  it  consented  that  he  might  remain  abroad  for  a 
period  of  indefinite  duration.  This  was  all  done  without 
the  concurrence  or  even  knowledge  of  the  sureties,  whose 
risks  were  thus  greatly  increased. 

It  would  be  against  all  principle  and  all  justice  to  allow 
the  government  to  recover  against  the  sureties  for  not  pro- 
ducing their  principal,  when  it  had  itself  consented  to  his 
placing  himself  beyond  their  reach  and  control.'*' 

Judgment  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new 

trial. 


*  Rathbone  v.  Warren,  10  Johnson,  687,  689;  Niblo  v,  Clark,  8  Wendell^ 
24,  27 ;  S.  G.  on  error,  6  Wendell,  286,  246;  Bowmaker  v.  Moore»  7  Price, 
228,  281,  284;  S.  0.,  8  Price,  214. 
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McGooN  V.  Scales. 

1.  A  sale  of  the  public  land  for  State  taxes  while  the  land  is  still  owned  by 

the  United  States  is  invalid. 

2.  The  law  of  the  State  in  which  land  is  situated,  governs  its  alienation 

and  transfer,  and  the  effect  and  construction  of  deeds  conveying  it, 
wherever  they  may  be  made.. 

8.  The  statute  of  Wisconsin  of  ISSO'abolishes  all  passive  trusts  which  re- 
quire no  duty  to  be  performed  by  the  trustee,  and  vests  the  title  in  the 
eethii  que  Utut. 

4.  The  statutes  of  Illinois  of  March  1st,  1847,  and  those  previous  thereto, 
and  the  deed  of  the  late  Bank  of  Illinois  made  under  them  to  close  its 
affairs,  left  the  real  estate  of  the  bank  liable  to  execution  for  its  debts. 

6.  The  proceedings  of  a  creditor  of  the  bank  to  subject  such  real  estate  lying 
in  WiBconsin  to  the  payment  of  its  debts,  bad  in  the  courts  of  Wiscon- 
sin, must  be  governed  by  the  laws  of  that  State  made  for  such  cases. 

6.  The  State  of  Wisconsin  had  a  right  to  pass  laws  to  subject  such  lands  to 

the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  bank,  though  the  corporation  had  ceased 
to  exist  as  such  by  the  laws  of  Illinois.  The  only  limitations  on  the 
right  of  the  legislature  to  prescribe  the  mode  of  doing  this,  being  the 
Constitution  of  the  SUte  and  of  the  United  States. 

7.  A  sale  made  to  one  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  under  a  Judgment  or  deoree, 

will  be  valid,  though  the  Judgment  may  afterwards  be  reversed. 

8.  If  the  court  rendering  the  Judgment  had  jurisdiction,  and  the  officer  who 

sold  had  authority  to  sell,  the  sale  will  not  be  void  by  reason  of  errors 
in  the  Judgment  or  irregularities  in  the  officer's  proceedings,  which  do 
not  reach  Uie  Jurisdiction  of  the  one  or  the  authority  of  the  other. 

Erbor  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Wisconsin ; 
the  case^  or  the  only  parts  of  it^  which  the  court  deemed  it 
necessary  to  notice,  being  thus : 

McGoon  brought  ejectment  against  Scales  in  the  court 
below  for  a  piece  of  land  in  Wisconsin  Terrilory^  which  the 
United  States  had  granted  to  one  Gear.  Both  parties  claimed 
under  Gear. 

The  defendant  Scales^s  title,  which  it  will  most  conduce 
to  clearness  to  consider  first,  was  thus : 

On  the  2d  of  November,  1842,  Gear  and  wife  conveyed 
the  land  in  question  ,to  James  Campbell  as  trustee  of  the 
State  Bank  of  Illinois,  and  though  the  patent  from  the 
United  States  issued  to  Gear  ten  years  later,  it  is  conceded 
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by  both  parties  that  its  effect  was  to  make  good  the  title 
conveyed  by  him  to  Campbell.  The  deed,  after  reciting  that 
Gear  was  indebted  to  the  bank  in  the  sum  of  fifty  thousand 
dollars,  to  satisfy  which  debt  the  bank  had  agreed  to  take 
the  real  estate  mentioned  in  the  deed,  conveyed  the  land  to 
Campbell,  who  was  to  stand  seized  of  the  premises  upon  the 
trust  and  confidence  that  they  should  be  sold  by  him  for  such 
a  sum  as  should  be  directed  by  the  bank,  and  the  proceeds 
applied  to  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  bank ;  and  if  not 
sold,  then  that  Campbell  was  to  stand  seized  to  the  use  of 
the  bank  and  its  assigns. 

Campbell  did  not  sign  the  deed  nor  accept  the  trust  other- 
wise than  by  silence. 

In  1850  the  legislature  of  Wisconsin  passed  a  statute  which 
abolished  uses  and  trusts  except  as  preserved  in  the  act.  One 
of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  was  that — 

"  Every  person  who,  by  virtue  of  any  grant,  assignmei^t  or 
devise,  now  is  or  hereafter  shall  be  entitled  to  the  actual  posses- 
sion of  lands,  and  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  in 
law  or  equity,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  the  legal  estate  therein/' 

Other  provisions  of  the  statute  defined  the  only  eases  in 
which  valid  express  trusts  might  be  made. 

On  the  Slst  October,  1848,  the  bank  made  a  conveyance 
of  the  lands  to  Manly,  Calhoun,  and  Ridgely  for  the  benefit 
of  the  creditors  of  the  institution  and  for  the  payment  of  its 
debts.  The  deed,  however,  was  special  in  fonn,  and  made 
under  circumstances  which  it  is  necessary  to  state.  For  many 
years  before  it  was  made  the  bank  had  been  embarrassed, 
and  several  statutes  were  passed  by  the  legislature  of  Illinois 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  and  compelling  it  to  close  its 
business  and  pay  its  liabilities.  The  last  of  these,  approved 
March  1st,  1847,  required  the  oflicers  of  the  bank,  if  they 
should  not  have  closed  up  its  affairs  prior  to  the  1st  day  of 
November,  1848,  to  turn  over  to  three  persons  to  be  named  by 
the  governor,  all  the  property,  rights,  and  credits  of  the  bank, 
when  the  trustees  were  to  proceed  to  wind  up  its  afiSsiirs.    The 
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governor,  under  this  act,  named  Manly,  Calhoun,  and  Ridgely 
as  the  persons  to  take  charge  of  the  bank,  and  on  the  day 
before  the  power  of  the  bank  to  act  ceased  by  law  the  con- 
veyance we  have  mentioned  was  made  by  order  of  the  board 
of  directors.  In  this  deed  of  conveyance  they  recited  that  it 
was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  March  1st,  1847,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  its  provisions,  and  that  it 
was  made  to  those  persons  because  they  had  been  so  ap- 
pointed by  the  governor  under  that  act 

The  last  section  of  the  act  just  referred  to,  after  that  pre- 
vious section  of  it,  and,  indeed,  previous  statutes  had  fully 
defined  the  duties  and  powers  of  these  trustees,  declared  that 
**  the  real  estate  of  said  bank  shall  be  liable  to  taxation  and 
sale  on  execution  in  the  same  manner  as  the  property  of  in- 
dividuals.'* 

In  this  state  of  things,  a  statute  of  Wisconsin  having 
declared  that  'Mands,  tenements,  and  real  estate  holden  by 
^ny  one  in  trust  for  another,  shall  be  liable  to  debts,  judg- 
ments, decrees,  executions,  and  attachments  against  the  per- 
son to  whose  use  they  are  holden,"  one  Henry  Corwith,  in 
August,  1853,  commenced  a  suit  in  the  State  court  of  Wis- 
consin against  the  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  and  attached  these 
lands.  Manly,  Calhoun,  and  Ridgely  entered  an  appearance 
to  the  suit,  and  moved  to  dissolve  the  attachment ;  and  the 
bank,  by  its  attorney,  appeared  and  defended  the  suit. 

Under  these  proceedings  (the  legislature  of  Wisconsin 
having  made  provision  by  special  statute  for  a  case  in  which 
a  bank,  whose  functions  had  ceased,  but  which  yet  owned 
property,  and  owed  debts  in  Wisconsin,  might  be  sued  and 
the  property  subjected  to  the  payment  of  those  debts),  Cor- 
with got  judgment;  and  by  a  writ  of  execution,  which  had 
no  seal  at  the  time,  though  one  was  afterwards  put  by  order 
of  the  court,  upon  motion  to  amend,  sold  the  land  to  one 
Earnest  (no  party  to  the  suit),  who  transferred  his  certificate 
to  Scales,  the  defendant.  The  judgment  under  which  this 
sale  was  made  was  afterwards  set  aside;  but  after  many  efforts 
in  the  State  courts  to  set  aside  this  saky  it  was  finally  affirmed 
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in  the  courts  of  Wisconsin,  including  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  the  defendant,  Scales,  received  the  sheriff's  deed  on  that 
sale  on  the  17th  March,  1868. 

Such  was  the  defendant's  title.  The  plaintiff  claimed 
under  several  different  titles.    Among  them  was  : 

Ist.  By  deed  of  quit-claim  from  Gear,  dated  January  17th, 
1867. 

2d.  By  deed  dated  July  12th,  1865,  from  James  Campbell, 
trustee  under  Gear's  trust  deed  of  November,  1842. 

8d.  By  deeds  under  tax  sales,  in  1849,  from  the  clerk  of 
the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  Wisconsin  where 
the  lands  were,  to  the  county,  and  from  the  county  to  him,  , 
McGoon,  the  plaintiff. 

The  court  below  told  the  jury  that  the  defendant's  title 
was  the  true  title,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment  having  gone 
accordingly,  the  case  was  now  here  for  review. 

Messrs.  Carlisle  and  Magoorif  for  the  plaintiff  in  error j  con- 
tended. 

That  the  deeds  under  the  tax  sales,  in  1849,  of  themselves 
passed  title. 

That  Gear's  deed  of  trust  to  Campbell  vested  the  estate 
in  Campbell  alone ;  that  the  estate  was  not  a  dry  estate,  but 
an  active  trust,  and  the  trustee's  title  in  ejectment  good 
against  the  world.  The  recent  and  as  yet  unreported  case 
of  Goodrich  v.  CXty  of  Milwaukee^  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Wisconsin,  on  which  the  counsel  much  relied,  showed  this, 
as  they  argued.  Accordingly,  the  Wisconsin  statute  of  1850 
had  not  vested  the  estate  in  the  bank,  but  it  remained  in 
Campbell,  and  by  his  deed  of  1865  passed  to  McGoon. 

Even  if  this  were  not  so,  that  the  bank,  by  its  general 
assignment  of  31st  October,  1848,  had  passed  the  lands  to 
those  trustees,  and  that  nothing  remained  on  which  Corwith's 
attachment  of  18j58  against  the  bank  could  operate. 

That,  independently  of  all  these,  the  bank,  in  1858,  was 
dead  in  law,  its  charter  having  expired,  and  itself  having 
assigned  all  its  estate. 
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That  the  judgment  ander  which  the  sale  was  made  was 
reversed,  and  that  the  sale  made  under  it  fell  accordingly. 

That  the  execution  had  no  seal,  a  defect  which  hy  com- 
mon law  and  the  statutes  of  Wisconsin  made  the  writ  void."*" 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  shortest  and  most  satisfactory  mode  of  showing  the 
reasons  for  our  judgment  is  to  examine  the  title  of  defend- 
ant, which  the  jury  were  told  was  the  true  one. 

If  the  attachment  proceedings  conveyed  a  good  title,  it 
must  prevail ;  and  we  proceed  to  an  examination  of  some 
of  the  objections  to  it. 

1.  It  is  claimed  that  the  land  was  sold  for  State  taxes  in 
April,  1849,  and  that  the  title  under  that  sale  became  vested 
in  plaintiff. 

The  answer  to  this  is,  that  the  land  was  then  owned  by  the 
United  States  and  was  not  subject  to  State  taxation,  the  sale 
to  Gear  having  been  made  in  1851,  and  the  patent  issued  in 
1852. 

2.  It  is  claimed  that  at  the  time  the  attachment  in  favor 
of  Corwith  was  levied  on  these  lands,  in  his  suit  against  the 
State  Bank  of  Illinois,  they  were  not  subject  to  attachment 
and  sale  for  the  debts  of  that  institution. 

In  establishing  this  proposition  it  is  first  asserted  that  the 
legal  title  never  vested  in  the  bank. 

The  deed  from  Gear  to  Campbell,  in  our  judgment,  did 
vest  the  legal  title  in  the  bank  after  the  act  of  1850.  It  is  a 
principle  too  firmly  established  to  admit  of  dispute  at  this 
day,  that  to  the  law  of  the  State  in  which  land  is  situated 
must  we  look  for  the  rules  which  govern  its  descent,  aliena- 
tion, and  transfer,  and  for  the  effect  and  construction  of 
conveyances. 

The  effect  of  the  statute  of  Wisconsin,  passed  in  1850, 
was  to  abolish  all  passive  trusts  in  which  the  trustee  held  a 
mere  naked  or  dry  trust  for  the  use  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  and 
to  vest  the  title  in  the  beneficiary.    And  the  only  question 


*  Insurance  Company  v,  Hallock,  6  Wallace,  556. 
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to  be  decided  in  this  counection  is  whether  the  deed  of  Gear 
to  Campbell  is  of  this  character. 

The  bank  buys  the  laud  of  Gear  for  fifty  thousand  dollars^ 
the  amount  of  its  debt  against  Gear,  which  is  thereby  satis- 
fied. Campbell  does  not  sign  the  deed  or  accept  the  trust 
otherwise  than  by  silence.  If  the  land  is  not  sold,  he  holds 
the  naked  legal  title  to  the  use  of  the  bank  and  its  assigns. 
The  only  possible  event  in  which  he  may  be  called  into  action 
is  on  a  sale  of  the  land.  It  is  equally  clear,  that  in  this  sale 
the  only  part  to  be  performed  by  him  was  to  make  convey- 
ance. He  is  to  sell  for  such  sum  or  sums  as  shall  be  directed 
by  the  president^  directors,  Ac,  of  the  bank,  and  they  are  to 
receive  the  proceeds  of  sale.  In  other  words,  they  find  a 
purchaser  at  such  price  as  they  may  be  willing  to  take,  they 
receive  the  purchase-money,  and  Mr.  Campbell  makes  a  con- 
veyance. It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  more  passive  trust, 
or  one  in  which  the  trustee  may  be  called  upon  to  do  less 
than  in  this. 

A  case  decided  recently  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wiscon- 
sin is  produced  to  us  in  manuscript,  and  much  relied  on  as 
holding  views  adverse  to  those  above  stated.  But  we  think 
it  supports  them.  That  court  says,  that  "  by  the  statute  of 
uses  and  trusts  passive  trusts  are  abolished.  By  passive 
trusts  we  mean  those  which  are  express,  or  created  by  the 
words  of  some  deed  or  other  instrument  of  writing,  and  not 
those  arising  or  resulting  by  implication  of  law.  Every 
express  passive  trust  is  abolished,  and  the  deed  or  instru- 
ment  by  which  it  is  created,  or  attempted  to  be,  takes  effect 
as  a  conveyance  directly  to  the  ceshd  que  trust  in  whom  the 
legal  title  vests,  and  the  trustee  acquires  no  estate  or  interest 
whatever.  A  conveyance  of  land  from  A.  to  B.  to  the  use  of 
or  in  trust  for  C,  the  trustee  having  no  active  duties  to  per- 
form, constitutes  a  passive  trust" 

We  think  this  is  a  sound  construction  of  the  statute,  and 
that  the  deed  to  Campbell  comes  within  it.  In  the  case 
before  the  Wisconsin  court  the  trustee  was  directed  to  bar- 
gain,  sell,  and  convey,  to  lease,  demise,  and  mortgage  the 
lands  as  he  might  be  directed  by  the  cestui  que  iiiist,  and  to 
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pay  over  to  her  all  the  moneys  arising  from  said  property, 
whether  from  rents,  sale,  or  mortgage,  and  take  her  written 
receipt  therefor,  and  to  reinvest  the  same  from  time  to  time 
as  she  should  in  writing  direct. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  trust  was  an  active  one, 
and  as  little  that  the  one  before  us  was  not. 

But  if  this  were  otherwise,  a  statute  of  Wisconsin  in  force 
when  the  land  was  sold  under  Corwith's  judgment  declares, 
that  ^'  lands,  tenements,  and  real  estate  holden  by  any  one  in 
trust  for  another,  shall  be  liable  to  debts,  judgments,  de- 
crees, executions,  and  attachments  against  the  person  to 
whose  use  they  are  holden."  So  that  if  the  trust  in  Camp- 
bell was  a  valid  one,  these  lands  were  still  liable  to  be  sold 
on  execution  for  the  debt  of  the  bank.  Kor  can  it  be  doubted 
that  such  a  sale,  when  lawful  in  all  other  respects,  and  com- 
pleted by  the  conveyance  of  the  sheriff,  vested  in  the  grantee 
the  legal  title  to  the  land. 

But  it  is  said,  secondly,  that  conceding  the  title  to  have 
been  vested  in  the  bank,  that  corporation  had  made  a  con- 
veyance of  the  lands,  before  Corwith's  proceedings  were  in- 
stituted, to  Manly,  Calhoun,  and  Ridgely,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  of  the  bank  and  for  the  payment  of  its  debts. 

There  is  no  question  that  such  a  deed  was  made,  nor  is  it 
denied  that  a  valid  deed  of  assignment,  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors,  generally  places  the  property  so  assigned  beyond 
the  reach  of  the  ordinary  process  of  attachment  or  execution 
directed  against  the  property  of  the  assignor. 

But  the  deed  in  question  was  a  peculiar  deed,  and  made 
under  very  peculiar  circumstances. 

Under  the  circumstances,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the 
effect  of  this  conveyance  is  to  be  ineasured  by  the  terms  of 
the  act,  and  that  if  any  of  its  provisions  are  in  conflict  with 
that  act  they  must  to  that  extent  give  way.  Now,  the  very 
last  section  of  that  act,  after  the  previous  sections,  and,  in- 
deed, previous  statutes  had  fully  defined  the  duties  and  powers 
of  these  trustees,  declares  expressly  that  "the  real  estate  of 
said  bank  shall  be  liable  to  taxation  and  sale  on  execution  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  property  of  individuals."    So  far. 
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then,  as  this  conveyance  by  the  bank  to  the  trustees  affected 
the  liability  of  these  lands  to  judicial  sale  for  the'debts  of  the 
bank,  it  left  them  in  precisely  the  same  condition  they  were 
before,  and  this  whether  the  deed  to  Campbell  is  to  be  con- 
strued as  a  passive  or  an  active  trust,  and  the  title  of  the  bank 
under  it  a  legal  or  an  equitable  one. 

It  must,  therefore,  be  taken  as  established  that  the  land  in 
question  was  liable  to  be  subjected  to  judicial  sale  for  the 
debts  of  the  bank,  and  the  only  remaining  question  con- 
cerns the  validity  of  the  proceeding  under  which  this  was 
attempted. 

Most  of  the  objections  urged  under  this  head  relate  to  the 
regularity  of  those  proceedings,  and  many  errors  are  pointed 
out  which  are  supposed  to  affect  the  title  acquired  under 
them.  But  the  doctrine  of  this  court,  and  of  all  the  courts 
of  this  country,  is  firmly  established,  that  if  the  court  in 
which  the  proceedings  took  place  had  jurisdiction  to  render 
the  judgment  which  it  did,  no  error  in  its  proceedings  which 
did  not  affect  the  jurisdiction  will  render  the  proceeding 
void;  nor  can  such  errors  be  considered  when  the  judgment 
is  brought  collaterally  into  question.  With  this  cardinal 
principle  in  mind  many  of  the  alleged  errors  in  the  proceed- 
ing under  the  attachment  must  be  disregarded. 

There  can  be  no  question  of  the  right  of  the  legislature  of 
Wisconsin  to  pass  such  laws  as  will  subject  property  within 
her  territory,  held  or  owned  by  non-residents,  to  the  payment 
of  the  debta  of  such  owners;  and  the  manner  of  doing  this 
is  also  entirely  within  legislative  control,  provided  it  does 
not  violate  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  or  State 
constitutions. 

The  court  in  which  these  proceedings  were  had  was  a 
court  of  general  jurisdiction,  and  had  undoubted  authority 
to  attach  the  property  of  the  bank  for  the  payment  of  its 
debts,  and  everj^  presumption  must  be  made  in  favor  of  the 
validity  of  its  proceeding  not  inconsistent  with  the  record. 

We  will,  however,  notice  a  few  of  the  alleged  errors  which 
are  supposed  to  touch  the  point  of  the  court's  jurisdiction. 
1.  It  is  said  that  the  bank  was  dead  in  law,  and  that  as 
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the  suit  was  instituted  against  the  bank  by  name,  uo  juris- 
diction was*  acquired. 

It  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  bank  had  no  capacity  to 
sustain  a  suit,  notwithstanding  the  expiration  of  its  charter 
and  the  transfer  of  its  property  to  trustees.  But,  however 
this  may  be,  those  very  trustees,  in  whom  plaintiff  claims  that 
the  title  was  vested,  iand  from  whom  he  derives  title  by  deed, 
appeared  to  this  suit  and  moved  to  dissolve  the  attachment, 
and  the  bank  appeared  by  attorney  and  defended  the  suit. 
Both  must  then  be  bound  by  these  proceedings,  and  neither 
can  deny  a  jurisdiction  to  which  they  voluntarily  submitted. 

2.  The  legislature  of  Wisconsin  had  made  provision  by 
special  statute  for  a  case  in  which  a  bank,  whose  functions 
had  ceased,  but  which  yet  owned  property  and  oWed  debts 
in  Wisconsin,  might  be  sued  and  the  property  subjected  to 
the  payment  of  those  debts.  The  constitutionality  of  this  act 
is  denied;  but  no  provision  of  the  constitution  of  Wisconsin 
or  of  the  United  States  is  pointed  out  which  is  opposed  to 
such  legislation.  It  would,  on  the  contrary,  be  a  strange 
defect  in  the  legislative  power  if,  under  such  circumstances, 
a  State  could  not  frame  laws  which  would  enable  her  citizens 
to  subject  the  lands  of  a  corporation  whose  charter  had  ex- 
pired to  the  debts  which  it  owed  to  her  citizens. 

8.  It  is  said  that  the  judgment  under  which  this  sale  was 
made  was  reversed,  and  this  is  true. 

But  the  sale  was  made  while  the  judgment  was  in  force 
to  one  who  was  no  party  to  the  suit,  and  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment  could  not,  as  is  well  settled,  affect  the  purchaser. 
^  4.  It  is  said  the  sale  was  void  because  made  under  an  exe- 
cution which  had  no  seal. 

The  court  from  which  the  execution  issued  permitted  it 
to  be  amended  after  sale  by  affixing  a  seal.  Whether  the 
sale  would  have  been  void  without  the  seal,  and  whether 
the  amendment  was  rightfully  made,  were  questions  of  Wis- 
consin law,  and  this  and  all  other  such  questions  were  de- 
cided in  favor  of  the  sale  by  the  Wisconsin  court  on  motion 
to  set  aside  the  sale.  That  decision  must  control  us  as  to 
all  that  concerns  the  regularity  of  these  proceedings. 
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As  we  have  examined  all  that  can  be  said  to  affect  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  the  authority  of  the  officer  to 
make  the  sale,  we  need  inquire  no  further. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Haver  v.  Taker. 

Although  it  is  true,  as  a  principle  of  international  law,  that,  as  respects  the 
rights  of  either  government  under  it,  a  treaty  is  considered  as  concluded 
and  binding  from  the  date  of  its  signature,  and  that  in  this  regard  the 
exchange  of  ratifications  has  a  retroactive  effect,  confirming  the  treaty 
from  its  date ;  a  different  rule  prevails  where  the  treaty  operates  on  in- 
dividual rights.  There  the  principle  of  relation  does  not  apply  to  rights 
of  this  character  which  were  vested  before  the  treaty  was  ratified,  and 
in  so  far  as  it  affects  them  it  is  not  considered  as  concluded  until  there  is 
an  exchange  of  ratifications. 

Error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky;  the  case 
being  thus : 

One  Taker,  a  Swiss  by  birth,  who  had  come  many  years 
ago  to  the  United  States  and  become  a  naturalized  citizen 
thereof,  died  in  Kentucky  in  1853,  intestate,  seized  of  real 
estate  there.  He  left  a  widow,  who  was  a  resident  and  citi- 
zen of  Kentucky,  and  certain  heirs  and  next  of  kin,  aliens 
and  residents  in  Switzerland. 

By  the  laws  of  Kentucky  in  force  in  1853,  the  date  of  his 
death,  aliens  were  not  allowed  to  inherit  real  estate  except 
under  certain  conditions,  within  which  Yaker's  heirs  did  not 
come,  and  if  the  matter  was  to  depend  on  those  laws,  the 
widow  was,  by  the  laws  then  in  force  in  Kentucky,  plainly 
entitled  to  the  estate. 

However,  in  1850,  a  treaty  was  "  concluded  and  signed  *' 
by  the  respective  plenipotentiaries  of  the  two  countries,  be- 
tween the  Swiss  Confederation  and  the  United  States,*  upon 
the  proper  construction  of  which,  as  Taker's  heirs  asserted— ^ 
although  the  widow  denied  that  the  construction  put  upon 

*  11  Stat  at  Large,  587. 
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the  treaty  by  the  heirs  was  a  right  one — these  heirs  were  en- 
titled to  take  and  hold  the  estate.  The  treaty  provided  by 
its  terms  that  it  should  be  submitted  on  both  sides  to  the 
approval  and  ratification  of  the  respective  competent  author- 
ities of  each  contracting  party,  and  that  the  ratifications 
should  be  exchanged  at  Washington  as  soon  as  circumstances 
should  admit.  It  was  so  submitted,  but  was  not  duly  ratified, 
nor  were  the  respective  ratifications  exchanged  in  Washing- 
ton till  November  8th,  1855,  at  which  time  the  ratification 
and  exchange  was  made.  And  on  the  next  day  the  Presi- 
dent, by  proclamation — the  treaty  having  been  altered  in 
the  Senate— made  the  treaty  public. 

In  1859  the  Swiss  heirs,  who  had  apparently  not  heard  be- 
fore of  their  kinsman's  death,  instituted  proceedings  to  have 
the  real  estate  of  their  kinsman,  now  in  possession  of  the 
widow,  assigned  to  them,  and  arguing  that  on  a  right  con- 
struction of  the  treaty  it  was  theirs. 

But  a  preliminary  question,  and  in  case  of  one  resolution 
of  it,  a  conclusive  objection  to  their  claim  was  here  raised; 
the  question,  namely,  at  what  time  the  treaty  of  1850-55, 
as  it  regarded  private  rights,  became  a  law.  Was  it  when 
it  bore  date,  or  was  it  only  when  the  ratifications  were  ex- 
changed between  the  parties  to  it  ?  If  not  until  it  was  rati- 
fied, then  there  was  no  necessity  of  deciding  whether  by  its 
terms  the  heirs  of  Yaker  had  any  just  claim  to  this  real 
estate,  because  in  no  aspect  of  the  case  could  the  treaty  have 
a  retroactive  effect  so  as  to  defeat  the  title  of  the  widow, 
which  vested  in  her,  by  the  law  of  Kentucky  of  1853,  on  the 
death  of  her  husband. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky,  where  the  heirs  set 
up  the  treaty  as  a  basis  of  their  title,  decided  that  it  took 
eflTect  only  when  ratified,  and  so  deciding  against  their  claim, 
the  case  was  now  here  for  review  under  the  twenty-fifth  sec- 
tion of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

Messrs.  Carlisle  and  McPherson^  for  the  Aeirs,  citing  Kent's 
Commentaries,*  and  United  Stales  v.  Reynes^^  in  this  court,, 

*  Vol.  i,  170.  t  9  Howard,  14S,  289. 
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contended  that  a  treaty  binds  the  contracting  parties  from  its 
conchision ;  and  that  this  is  understood  to  be  from  the  day 
it  is  signed.  If  that  view  was  right,  the  treaty  was  opera- 
tive at  the  date  of  Taker's  death,  and  as  they  argued  carried 
the  estate  to  the  heirs. 

Mr.  Montgomery  Blair ^  contra  ;  a  brief  of  Messrs.  Porter  and 
Beck  being  filed  on  the  same  side^  argued  that  while  the  position 
of  the  other  side  might  be  admitted  so  far  as  respected  the 
contracting  governments,  the  position  was  not  true  as  re- 
spected private  rights.  And  this  for  a  good  reason.  For 
that  with  us  a  treaty  must  be  agreed  to  by  the  Senate,  and 
this  in  secret  session,  before  it  becomes  a  law.  While  before 
the  Senate  it  may  be  amended  and  largely  altered.  This 
particular  treaty,  the  President's  proclamation  shows,  was 
amended,  and  for  aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  the 
very  article  upon  which  the  heirs  of  Taker  now  found  their 
claim,  may  have  been  the  only  amendment  made,  and  it  may 
have  been  inserted  long  after  Taker's  death  and  the  accrual 
of  the  widow's  rights. 

If  this  view  is  right  we  need  not  inquire  into  the  meaning 
of  the  treaty. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  a  principle  of  international  law, 
that,  as  respects  the  rights  of  either  government  under  it,  a 
treaty  is  considered  as  concluded  tmd  binding  from  the  date  of 
its  signature.  In  this  regard  the  exchange  of  ratifications 
has  a  retroactive  effect,  confirming  the  treaty  from  its  date.* 
But  a  different  rule  prevails  where  the  treaty  operates  on  in- 
dividual rights.  The  principle  of  relation  does  not  apply  to 
rights  of  this  <5haracter,  which  were  vested  before  the  treaty 
was  ratified.  In  so  far  as  it  afiTects  them,  it  is  not  considered 
as  concluded  until  there  is  an  exchange  of  ratifications,  and 
this  we  understand  to  have  been  decided  by  this  court,  in 
Arredondo's  case,  reported  in  6th  Peters.t    The  reason  of 

*  'Wheaton's  International  Law,  by  Dana,  S86,  bottom  paging. 
t  Vol.  vi,  p.  749. 
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the  rule  is  apparent.  In  this  country,  a  treaty  is  something 
more  than  a  x^ontract,  for  the  Federal  Constitution  declares 
it  to  be  the  law  of  the  land.  If  so,  before  it  can  become  a 
law,  the  Senate,  in  whom  rests  the  authority  to  ratify  it,  must 
agree  to  it.  But  the  Senate  are  not  required  to  adopt  or  re- 
ject it  as  a  whole,  but  may  modify  or  anpiend  it,  as  was  done 
with  the  treaty  under  consideration.  As  the  individual  citi- 
zen, on  whose  rights  of  property  it  operates,  has  no  means 
of  knowing  anything  of  it  .while  before  the  Senate,  it  would 
be  wrong  in  principle  to  hold  him  bound  by  it,  as  the  law  of 
the  land,  until  it  was  ratified  and  proclaimed.  And  to  con- 
strue the  law,  so  as  to  make  the  ratification  of  the  treaty 
relate  back  to  its  signing,  thereby  divesting  a  title  already 
vested,  would  be  manifestly  unjust,  and  cannot  be  sanctioned. 
These  views  dispose  of  this  case,  and  we  are  not  required 
to  determine  whether  this  treaty,  if  it  had  become  a  law  at 
an  earlier  date,  would  have  secured  the  plaintifiTs  in  error  the 
interest  which  they  claim  in  the  real  estate  left  by  Yaker  at 

his  death. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Gut  v.  The  State. 

1.  A  law  of  a  State  changing  the  place  of  trialfrom  one  county  to  another 

county  in  the  Bamo  district,  or  even  to  a  different  district  from  that  in 
which  the  offence  was  committed,  or  the  indictment  found,  is  not  an 
ex  post  facto  law,  though  passed  subsequent  to  the  commission  of  the 
offence  or  the  finding  of  the  indictment.  An  ex  past  facto  law  does  not 
involve,  in  any  of  its  definitions,  a  change  of  the  place  of  trial  of  an 
alleged  offence  after  its  commission. 

2.  The  decision  of  the  highest  court  of  a  State,  that  an  act  of  the  State  is  not 

in  conflict  with  a  provision  of  its  constitution,  is  conclusive  upon  this 
court. 

Errob  to  the  Sapreme  Court  of  Minnesota.  The  case 
was  thus : 

A  statute  of  Minnesota,  in  force  in  1866,  required  that 
criminal  causes  should  be  tried  in  the  county  where  the 
offences  were  committed.  The  offence  charged  against  the 
defendant  was  committed  in  December  of  that  year,  in  the 
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county  of  Brown,  in  that  State.  At  that  time  four  other 
counties,  which  were  unorganized,  were  attached  to  Brown 
County  for  judicial  purposes.  On  the  9th  of  March,  1867, 
a  statute  was  passed  hy  the  legislature  of  the  State  author- 
izing the  judge  of  the  District  Court,  in  cases  where  one  or 
more  counties  were  attached  to  another  county  for  judicial 
purposes,  to  order,  whenever  he  should  consider  it  to  be  in 
furtherance  of  justice,  or  for  the  public  convenience,  that 
the  place  of  holding  the  court  should  be  changed  from  the 
county  then  designated  by  law  to  one  of  the  other  counties 
thus  attached. 

Under  this  act  the  judge  of  the  district  embracing  Brown 
County  ordered  that  the  place  of  holding  the  court  should 
be  changed  from  that  county  to  the  county  of  Redwood, 
within  the  same  district,  and  the  change  was  accordingly 
made.  The  court  subsequently  held  its  sessions  in  Redwood 
County,  where  the  defendant,  in  September,  1867,  was  in- 
dicted for  murder  in  the  first  degree.  The  plea  of  not  guilty 
having  been  interposed  the  case  was  transferred,  on  his  mo- 
tion, to  Nicollet  County,  in  an  adjoining  district,  where -he 
was  tried,  convicted,  and  sentenced.  On  appeal  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  State  the  judgment  was  affirmed,  and 
the  case  was  now  brought  to  this  court  under  the  25th  sec- 
tion of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

Mr.  E.  M.  WUson,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error ,  contended  in 
this  court,  as  it  was  also  contended  in  the  court  below,  that 
the  act  of  Minnesota,  under  which  the  court  was  held  in 
Redwood  County,  and  the  grand  jury  were  summoned,  was 
unconstitutional  so  far  as  it  authorized  an  indictment  or  trial 
there  of  an  oflfence  previously  committed  in  Brown  County; 
that  it  was  in  effect  an  ex  post  facto  law,  and,  therefore,  within 
the  inhibition  of  the  Federal  Constitution. 

Mr.  F.  R.  E.  Cornell  J  Attorney- General  of  Minnesota^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  FIELD,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows: 

The  objection  to  the  act  of  Minnesota,  if  there  be  any. 
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does  not  rest  on  the  ground  that  it  is  an  ex  post  facto  law,  and, 
therefore,  within  the  inhibition  of  the  Federal  Constitution. 
It  most  rest,  if  it  has  any  force,  upon  that  provision  of  the 
State  constitution  which  declares  that,  ^4n  all  criminal  pros- 
ecutions, the  accused  shall  enjoy  the  right  to  a  speedy  and 
public  trial  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  county  or  district 
wherein  the  crime  shall  have  been  committed,  which  county 
or  district  shall  have  been  previously  ascertained  by  law.'' 
But  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  has  held  that  the  act  in 
question  is  not  in  conflict  with  this  provision ;  that  the  act 
does  not  change  the  district,  but  merely  the  place  of  trial  in 
the  district,  which  is  not  forbidden.  And  it  appears  that 
jurors  for  the  trial  of  criminal  offences  committed  in  one 
of  the  counties  of  the  several  attached  together  for  judicial 
purposes,  are  chosen  from  all  the  counties;  and  that  this  was 
the  law  before,  as  it  has  been  since  the  passage  of  the  act 
which  is  the  subject  of  complaint  Therefore  the  defendant, 
had  he  not  secured,  by  his  own  motion,  a  change  of  venue, 
would  have  had  a  jury  of  the  district  in  which  the  crime  was 
committed,  and  which  district  was  previously  ascertained 
by  law. 

The  ruling  of  the  State  court  is  conclusive  upon  this  court, 
upon  the  point  that  the  law  in  question  does  not  violate  the 
constitutional  provision  cited.* 

Undoubtedly  the  provision  securing  to  the  accused  a  public 
trial  within  the  county  or  district  in  which  the  offence  is 
committed  is  of  the  highest  importance.  It  prevents  the 
possibility  of  sending  him  for  trial  to  a  remote  district,  at  a 
distance  from  friends,  among  strangers,  and  perhaps  parties 
animated  by  prejudices  of  a  personal  or  partisan  character; 
but  its  enforcement  in  cases  arising  under  State  laws  is  not 
a  matter  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts. 

A  law  changing  the  place  of  trial  from  one  county  to  an- 
other county  in  the  same  district,  or  even  to  a  different  dis- 
trict from  that  in  which  the  offence  was  committed,  or  the 


*  RandAU  V,  Brigham,  7  Wallace,  641 ;  Provident  Institution  v.  Massa- 
chusetts, 6  Id.  680. 
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indictment  found,  is  not  an  ex  post  facto  law,  though  passed 
subsequent  to  the  commission  of  the  ofience  or  the  finding 
of  the  indictment.  An  ex  post  facto  law  does  not  involve,  in 
any  of  its  definitions,  a  change  of  the  place  of  trial  of  an 
alleged  offence  after  its  commission.  It  is  defined  by  Chief 
Justice  Marshall,  in  Fletcher  v.  Pecky*  to  be  a  law,  "which 
renders  an  act  punishable  in  a  manner  in  which  it  was  not 
punishable  when  it  was  committed;"  and  in  Cummings  v. 
Miasouriy-f  with  somewhat  greater  fulness,  as  a  law  "  which 
imposes  a  punishment  for  an  act  which  was  not  punishable 
at  the  time  it  was  committed;  or  imposes  additional  punish- 
ment to  that  then  prescribed;  or  changes  the  rules  of  evi* 
dence,  by  which  less  or  different  testimony  is  sufiScient  to 
convict  than  was  then  required." 

The  act  of  Minnesota  under  consideration  has  no  feature 
which  brings  it  within  either  of  these  definitions. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Basset  v.  United  States. 

1.  Where  a  court  sitting  in  place  of  a  jury  finds  the  facts,  this  court  cannot 

review  that  finding. 

2.  A  plea  of  nul  iiel  record  raises  a  question  of  law,  where  the  supposed 

record  is  of  the  court  in  which  the  plea  is  filed. 
8.  Therefore,  where  the  record  relied  on  is  produced  in  such  a  case,  and 
made  part  of  the  record  hy  a  statement  of  facts  agreed  on,  it  is  a  quea« 
tion  of  law  whether  it  supports  or  fails  to  support  the  plea,  and  can  he 
reviewed  in  this  court. 

4.  It  is  competent  for  a  court,  for  good  cause,  to  set  aside,  at  the  same  term 

at  which  it  was  rendered,  a  Judgment  of  conviction  on  confession,  though 
the  defendant  had  entered  upon  the  imprisonment  ordered  hy  the  sen- 
tence. 

5.  In  such  case  the  original  indictment  is  still  pending,  and  a  hail  bond 

given  after  this,  for  the  prisoner's  appearance  from  day  to  day,  is  valid. 

Errob  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio. 

The  United  States  sued  Basset  and  another  on  a  recogni* 
zance  of  bail,  to  which  they  pleaded  two  pleas : 

*  6  Granch,  188.  f  ^  Wallace,  826. 
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1.  That  there  was  uo  record  of  any  such  recognizaDce  in 
the  court. 

2.  That  there  was  no  indictment,  as  recited  in  said  recog* 
nizance,  pending  against  their  principal  when  the  recogni- 
zance was  entered  into,  because  they  say  that  he  had  pleaded 
guilty  to  the  indictment,  and  judgment  had  passed  against 
him,  and  he  had  been  delivered  to  the  jail  of  Erie  County, 
and  had  entered  upon  the  expiation  of  his  sentence. 

The  United  States  took  issue  on  both  these  pleas,  and  the 
case  was  submitted  to  the  court  without  a  jury. 

1.  In  respect  to  the  first  plea,  the  production  of  the  record 
of  the  case  showed  that  the  recognizance  was  taken,  and  re- 
mained among  the  rolls  and  records  of  the  court;  so  that 
there  seemed  nothing  in  the  plea. 

2.  As  regarded  the  second,  it  appeared  by  the  record  that 
to  the  indictment  which  the  prisoner  was  held  to  answer  by 
the  recognizance,  he  had  at  an  earlier  period  of  the  same 
term  pleaded  guilty,  and  had  been  sentenced  to  imprison- 
ment in  the  jail  of  Erie  County  for  six  months,  and  was  sent 
to  that  prison.  But  a  few  days  after,  on  motion  of  the  dis- 
trict attorney,  he  was  brought  back  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 
When  he  was  thus  brought  again  into  court,  on  motion  of 
the  district  attorney,  the  former  judgment  was  set  aside,  and 
the  prisoner  had  leave  to  withdraw  his  plea  of  guilty  formerly 
entered.  It  was  after  this  was  done  that  the  recognizance  on 
which  this  action  was  brought  was  given,  conditioned  for  the 
appearance  of  the  prisoner  from  day  to  day  during  the  term; 
and  on  his  failing  to  appear  the  second  day  his  recognizance 
was  declared  to  be  forfeited.  Alt  of  this  took  place  during  the 
same  term  of  the  court. 

The  court  below  decided  that  there  was  a  record  of  the 
recognizance  denied  by  the  first  plea,  and  that  there  was  no 
such  record  of  conviction  and  sentence  as  that  set  up  in  the 
second  plea.  On  motionof  defendants  a  new  trial  was  granted, 
which  was  also  by  the  court,  and  on  this  trial  a  statement 
of  fiftcts,  agreed  to  and  signed  by  counsel  for  both  parties, 
was  presented  to  the  court,  on  which  it  rendered  the  same 
judgment  that  it  had  before.     This  statement  of  facts  con- 
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Bisted  of  extracts  from  the  records  of  the  court,  and  it  was 
upon  the  inspection  of  this  record  that  the  court  decided  the 
case. 

The  judgment  was  now  brought  here  by  Basset  and  the 
other  obligors  in  the  recognizance,  and  was  submitted  by  ihem^ 
without  counsely  upon  (he  record;  and  contra,  upon  a  brief  of  Mr. 
HooTy  A.  G.y  and  Mr.  Fields  Assistant  A.  G. 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Both  the  pleas  of  the  defendants  were  pleas  of  nul  tiel 
record,  the  first  denying  the  existence  of  the  recognizance, 
and  the  second  denying  the  pending  of  the  indictment  at  the 
time  the  recognizance  was  taken.  A  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  to 
a  supposed  record  of  the  court  in  which  the  plea  is  made  is 
tried  by  the  court,  because  it  is  an  issue  to  be  determined  by 
the  inspection  of  its  own  records.  But  where  the  record  of  a 
foreign  court  is  denied  by  this  plea  the  issue  is  to  be  tried  by 
a  jury,  because  the  existence  of  the  record  to  be  inspected 
must  first  be  made  by  proof,  which  it  may  be  necessary  to 
submit  to  a  jury.* 

When  a  court  sits  in  place  of  a  jury  and  finds  the  facts 
this  court  cannot  review  that  finding.  If  there  is  any  error 
in  such  case,  shown  by  the  record,  in  admitting  or  rejecting 
testimony,  it  can  be  reviewed  here.  But  when  the  court, 
by  permission  of  the  parties,  takes  the  place  of  the  jury,  its 
finding  of  facts  is  conclusive,  precisely  as  if  a  jury  had  found 
them  by  verdict. 

In  the  case  before  us,  however,  the  court  did  not  sit  to 
supply  the  place  of  a  jury,  because  the  record,  the  existence 
of  which  was  denied  by  both  pleas,  was  the  record  of  the 
court  in  which  the  pleas  were  made.  When,  therefore,  such 
record  as  did  exist  in  regard  to  the  matters  in  issue,  was  pre- 
sented to  the  court,  the  only  question  to  be  determined,  on 
which  the  court  could  exercise  any  judgment,  was  a  question 
of  law,  namely,  whether  in  legal  effect  there  was  found  a 

»  1  Institute,  IIT,  270;  Collins  v.  Matthews,  6  East,  478;  Hall  v.  Wil- 
liams,  6  Pickering,  117 ;  Pattin  v.  MUler,  18  Sergeant  &  lUwle,  254. 
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record  of  the  recognizance,  and  a  subsisting  legal  judgment 
of  conviction  and  punishment  prior  to  the  taking  of  the  re- 
cognizance. 

Both  these  questions  of  law  are  proper  for  review  here, 
and  are  fairly  presented  by  the  agreed  statement  of  what  the 
record  is. 

1.  In  regard  to  the  first,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  recog- 
nizance was  taken,  and  remains  in  the  records  of  the  coui*t. 

2.  As  regards  the  second  plea,  it  appears  by  the  record 
that  all  which  took  place  took  place  during  the  same  term  of 
the  court,  and  we  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  court  had 
power  during  that  term,  for  proper  cause,  to  set  aside  the 
judgment  rendered  on  confession.  This  control  of  the  court 
over  its  own  judgment  during  the  terra  is  of  every-day  prac- 
tice.* 

The  judgment  then  being  set  aside  the  indictment  re- 
mained, and  the  recognizance  of  the  prisoner  and  his  sure- 
ties to  appear  and  answer  to  it  was  valid. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


United  States  v.  Dewitt. 

1.  The  29th  seotion  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Act  of  March  2d,  1867  (14  Stat. 

at  Large,  484),  which  makes  it  a  misdemeanor,  punishable  by  fine  and 
imprisonment,  to  mix  for  sale  naphtha  and  illuminating  oils,  or  to  sell 
or  offer  such  mixture  for  sale,  or  to  sell  or  offer  for  sale  oil  made  of 
petroleum  for  illuminating  purposes,  inflammable  at  less  temperature  or 
fire-test  than  110  degrees  Fahrenheit,  is  in  fact  a  police  regulation, 
relating  exclusively  to  the  internal  trade  of  the  States. 

2.  Accordingly,  it  can  only  have  effect  where  the  legislative  authority  of 

Congress  excludes,  territorially,  all  State  legislation,  as  for  example,  in 
the  District  of  Columbia.  Within  State  limits,  it  can  have  no  consti- 
tutional operation. 

On  certificate  of  division  in  opinion  between  the  judges 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Michigan; 
the  case  being  this : 


*  £iDg  V.  Price,  6  Bast,  828 ;  Cheang-kee  v.  United  States,  8  Wallace,  820. 
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Section  29  of  the  act  of  March  2d,  ISST,"*"  declares, 

''That  no  person  shall  mix  for  sale  naphtha  and  illaminating 
oils,  or  shall  knowingly  sell  or  keep  for  sale,  or  offer  for  sale  sach 
mixture,  or  shall  sell  or  offer  for  sale  oil  made  from  petroleum 
for  illuminating  purposes,  inflammable  at  less  temperature  or 
fire-test  than  110  degrees  Fahrenheit;  and  any  person  so  doing, 
shall  be  held  to  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  on  conviction 
thereof  by  indictment  or  presentment  in  any  court  of  the  United 
States  having  competent  jurisdiction,  shall  be  punished  by  fine, 
&c.,  and  imprisonment,"  &c. 

Under  this  section  one  Dewitt  was  indicted,  the  ofiFence 
charged  being  the  offering  for  sale,  at  Detroit,  in  Michigan, 
oil  made  of  petroleum  of  the  description  specified.  There 
was  no  allegation  that  the  sale  was  in  violation  or  evasion 
of  any  tax  imposed  on  the  property  sold.  It  was  alleged 
only  that  the  sale  was  made  contrary  to  law. 

To  this  indictment  there  was  a  demurrer;  and  thereupon 
arose  two  questions,  on  which  the  judges  were  opposed  in 
opinion. 

(1.)  Whether  the  facts  charged  in  the  indictment  con- 
stituted any  offence  under  any  valid  and  constitutional  law 
of  the  United  States  ? 

(2.)  Whether  the  aforesaid  section  29  of  the  act  of  March 
2d,  1867,  was  a  valid  and  constitutional  law  of  the  United 
States  ? 

Mr.  Fkldy  Assistant  Attorney 'General^  for  the  Ordted  States. 

Instances  of  the  exercise  of  police  power  over  certain  in* 
strunients  or  agencies  of  commerce,  for  the  protection  of  life 
and  property,  are  found  in  various  acts  of  Congres8.t 

In  the  License  Tax  Oases;l  it  is  held  that  the  provisions  of 
the'internal  revenue  laws  requiring  the  payment  of  a  license 
tax,  and  prohibiting  under  penalties  the  exercise  of  certain 
kinds  of  business  within  a  State  without  such  tax  having 

*  14  Stat,  at  Large,  484. 

t  Acts  of  March  8,  1848,  6  Stat,  at  Large,  02G ;  August  80, 1862, 10  Id. 
61 ;  Hay  6,  1864, 18  Id.  68;  July  26,  1866, 14  Id.  228. 
%  6  Wallace,  462. 
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been  paid,  are  only  modes  of  enforcing  the  payment  of 
excise  taxes;  that  the  payment  of  such  special  tax  or  license 
tax  conveys  to  the  licensee  no  authority  to  carry  on  the  busi- 
ness licensed  within  a  State  which  prohibits  its  being  carried 
on ;  but  that  such  provisions  of  law  as  incidental  to  the  tax- 
ing power  are  not  unconstitutional. 

So  far  as  appears,  there  was  no  law  of  the  State  of  Michi- 
gan regulating  the  sale  of  oil  made  from  petroleum  at  the 
time  when  the  alleged  ofience  was  committed.  There  is  no 
decision  of  this  court  that  Congress  cannot  enact  a  law  regu- 
lating trade  in  a  State,  in  the  absence  of  any  regulation  by 
the  State,  when  the  articles  of  the  trade  thus  regulated  may 
enter  into  commerce  with  other  States  or  with  foreign  coun- 
tries. It  has  been  decided  by  this  court  that  Congress  may 
prohibit  the  exercise  of  a  trade  within  a  State  under  a  pen- 
alty, in  aid  of,  or  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  excise  taxes 
*  levied  upon  the  exercise  of  such  trade. 

One  reason  for  the  enactment  may  have  been  the  protec- 
tion of  transportation  companies  between  the  States  and  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  foreign  countries  from  danger 
to  property  and  life  in  transporting  oil,  mixed  or  sold  in  vio- 
lation of  this  statute;  and  the  protection  of  revenue  officers 
in  the  examination,  gauging,  marking,  and  storing  of  such 
oil,  and  the  proper  distinction  between  and  classification  of 
difierent  kinds  of  mineral  oils  made  necessary  for  the  con- 
venient assessment  and  collection  of  excise  taxes.  If  this 
was  the  reason,  then  the  regulations  are  fairly  incidental  to 
the  exercise  of  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  or  of  the 
taxing  power,  and,  as  such,  constitutional. 

JUr.  WillSy  contra. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  questions  certified  resolve  themselves  into  this :  Has 
Congress  power,  under  the  Constitution,  to  prohibit  trade 
within  the  limits  of  a  State? 

That  Congress  has  power  to  regulate  commerce  with 
foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  States,  and  with  the 
Indian  tribes,  the  Constitution  expressly  declares.    But  this 
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express  grant  of  power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the 
States  has  always  been  understood  as  limited  by  its  terms; 
and  as  a  virtual  denial  of  any  power  to  interfere  with  the 
internal  trade  and  business  of  the  separate  States;  except, 
indeed,  as  a  necessary  and  proper  means  for  carrying  into 
execution  some  other  power  expressly  granted  or  vested. 

It  has  been  urged  in  argument  that  the  provision  under 
which  this  indictment  was  framed  is  within  this  exception ; 
that  the  prohibition  of  the  sale  of  the  illuminating  oil  de- 
scribed in  the  indictment  was  in  aid  and  support  of  the  in- 
ternal revenue  tax  imposed  on  other  illuminating  oils.  And 
we  have  been  referred  to  provisions,  supposed  to  be  analo- 
gous, regulating  the  business  of  distilling  liquors,  and  the 
mode  of  packing  various  manufactured  articles;  but  the 
analogy  appears  to  fail  at  the  essential  point,  for  the  regu- 
lations referred  to  are  restricted  to  the  very  articles  which 
are  the  subject  of  taxation,  and  are  plainly  adapted  to  secure 
the  collection  of  the  tax  imposed ;  while,  in  the  case  before 
us,  no  tax  is  imposed  on  the  oils  the  sale  of  which  is  pro- 
hibited. If  the  prohibition,  therefore,  has  any  relation  to 
taxation  at  all,  it  is  merely  that  of  increasing  the  production 
and  sale  of  other  oils,  and,  consequently,  the  revenue  derived 
from  them,  by  excluding  from  the  market  the  particular  kind 
described. 

This  consequence  is  too  remote  and  too  uncertain  to  war- 
rant us  in  saying  that  the  prohibition  is  an  appropriate  and 
plainly  adapted  means  for  carrying  into  execution  the  power 
of  laying  and  collecting  taxes. 

There  is,  indeed,  no  reason  for  saying  that  it  was  regarded 
by  Congress  as  such  a  means,  except  that  it  is  found  in  an 
act  imposing  internal  duties.  Standing  by  itself,  it  is  plainly 
a  regulation  of  police;  and  that  it  was  so  considered,  if  not 
by  the  Congress  which  enacted  it,  certainly  by  the  succeed- 
ing Congress,  may  be  inferred  from  the  circumstance,  that 
while  all  special  taxes  on  illuminating  oils  were  repealed  by 
the  act  of  July  20th,  1868,  which  subjected  distillers  and  re- 
finers to  the  tax  on  sales  as  manufacturers,  this  prohibition 
was  left  unrepealed. 
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As  a  police  regnlation,  relating  exclusively  to  the  ititerual 
trade  of  th«  States,  it  can  only  have  effect  where  the  legis- 
lative authority  of  Congress  excludes,  territorially,  all  State 
legislation,  as  for  example,  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Within  State  limits,  it  can  have  no  constitutional  operation. 
This  has  been  so  frequently  declared  by  this  court,  results 
so  obviously  from  the  terms  of  the  Constitution,  and  has 
been  so  fully  explained  and  supported  on  former  occasions,"*" 
that  we  think  it  unnecessary  to  enter  again  upon  the  dis- 
cussion. 

The  first  question  certified  must,  therefore,  be  answered 
in  the  negative. 

The  second  question  must  also  be  answered  in  the  nega- 
tive, except  so  far  as  the  section  named  operates  within  the 
United  States,  but  without  the  limits  of  any  Sta^e. 


Filor  v.  United  States. 

1.  The  ftct  of  Congress  of  July  4th,  1864  (18  Stat,  at  Large,  881),  declares  <<  that 

the  jurisdictioii  of  the  Court  of  Claims  shall  not  extend  to,  or  include, 
any  claim  against  the  United  States,  growing  out  of  the  destruction  or 
appropriation  of,  or  damage  to,  property  hy  the  army  or  navy,  or  any 
part  of  the  army  or  navy  engaged  in  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion, 
from  the  commencement  to  the  close  thereof  Under  this  act  held, 
that  the  term  "  appropriation  "  includes  all  taking  and  use  of  property 
by  the  army  or  navy,  in  the  course  of  the  war,  not  authorized  by  con- 
tract with  the  government. 

2.  Ko  lease  of  premises  at  Key  West  for  the  use  of  the  quartermaster's  de- 

partment, or  any  branch  of  it,  in  1862,  made  by  the  acting  assistant 
quartermaster  at  that  place,  was  binding  upon  the  government  until  ap- 
proved by  the  quartermaster-general,  though  the  action  of  the  subordi- 
nate ojSicer  in  making  such  lease  was  taken  by  direction  of  the  military 
commander  at  that  station.  Until  such  approval  the  action  of  the  offi- 
cers at  Key  West  was  ineffectual  to  fix  any  liability  upon  the  govern- 
ment. The  obligation  of  the  government  for  the  use  of  the  property 
is  what  it  would  have  been  if  the  possession  had  been  taken  and  held 
without  the  existence  of  the  lease. 

*  License  Cases,  6  Howard,  504 ;  Passenger  Cases,  7  Id.  288 ;  License  Tax 
Cases,  6  Wallace,  470;  and  the  cases  cited. 
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8.  The  unauthorized  acts  of  the  officers  at  Key  West  cannot  estop  the  gov- 
ernment from  insisting  upon  their  invalidity,  however  l>eneficial  they 
may  have  proved  to  the  United  States. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Claims.  The  material  facta  of 
this  case,  as  foand  by  the  court,  were  thus: 

In  1861  one  Asa  F.  Tift,  a  citizen  of  Florida,  was  the 
owner  in  fee  of  certain  real  property,  situated  in  Key  West, 
in  that  State,  known  as  Tift's  wharf.  In  January  of  that 
year  he  was  a  member  of  the  convention  which  passed  the 
ordinance  of  secession,  purporting  to  dissolve  the  connection 
of  the  State  with  the  National  Union,  and  signed  the  ordi- 
nance. In  May  following,  with  the  intention  of  joining  the 
Confederates  against  the  United  States,  he  left  Key  West 
and  removed  to  the  State  of  Georgia,  where  he  resided  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  rebellion.  Before  leaving  Key 
West  he  executed  a  power  of  attorney  to  one  Charles  Tift, 
authorizing  him  to  sell  and  convey  all  his  property,  or  any 
part  of  it,  situated  on  that  island.  In  December,  1861, 
through  his  attorney,  he  sold  and  conveyed  the  premises 
to  the  petitioners,  as  tenants  in  common,  for  the  consid- 
eration of  eighteen  thousand  dollars,  for  which  sum  they 
gave  their  several  promissory  notes,  according  to  their  re- 
spective proportions,  of  which  three,  each  for  one  thousand 
dollars,  were  payable  on  demand,  and  the  residue  were  pay- 
able from  one  to  five  years,  with  annual  interest  at  six  per 
cent.  These  notes  were  retained  by  the  attorney  under 
an  agreement  between  him  and  the  makers  until  after  Asa 
S.  Tift  had  received  from  the  President  a  full  pardon  for 
offences  committed  by  participation  in  the  rebellion,  which 
was  granted  in  July,  1865.  They  were  then  delivered  to 
him. 

After  the  purchase  made  by  the  petitioners  the  officers  of 
the  quartermaster's  department  at  Key  West  desired  posses- 
sion of  the  wharf,  and  its  appurtenances,  for  the  use  of  the 
United  States,  but  the  petitioners  refused  to  lease  the  prop- 
erty. Thereupon  the  commanding  officer  at  Key  West, "  for 
the  purpose  of  effecting  a  lease  of  it "  (such  is  the  language 
of  the  finding),  issued  an  order  for  its  seizure  ^^for  the  use  of 
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the  qnartermaster's  department  of  the  United  States  army." 
Under  the  pressure  of  this  order  an  agreement  was  concluded 
between  Filor,  one  of  the  petitioners,  acting  for  all  of  them, 
and  Lieutenant  Gibbs,  of  the  United  States  army,  at  the  time 
assistant  quartermaster,  who  assumed  to  act  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  which  agreement  purported  to  lease  the  prop- 
erty, and  various  pieces  of  machinery,  and  other  articles 
connected  with  it,  to  the  United  States  for  one  year  from 
Jannary  1st,  1862,  and  as  much  longer  as  might  be  required 
by  the  quartermaster's  department,  at  an  annual  rent  of  six 
thousand  dollars,  payable  quarterly.  This  agreement  was 
approved  by  the  commanding  officer  at  Key  West,  but  was 
not  approved  by  the  quartermaster-general,  nor  was  it  disap- 
proved by  him  until  February  8th,  1866.  Under  the  agree- 
ment the  officers  of  the  quartermaster's  department  at  Key 
West  entered  upon  and  took  possession  of  the  premises,  and 
used  them  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  until  the  1st 
of  January,  1867. 

No  rent  wa«  ever  paid  to  the  petitioners  under  the  agree- 
ment, or  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises,  and  to 
recover  the  full  amount  stipulated  for  the  live  years,  the 
present  suit  was  brought. 

When  the  agreement  was  made,  and  possession  was  taken 
of  the  premises,  the  officers  of  the  quartermaster's  depart- 
ment at  Key  West  had  full  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  Asa 
F.  Tift  had  adhered  to  Florida  in  her  attempted  secession 
from  the  Union,  and  had  joined  the  Confederates  in  Georgia, 
and  was,  with  them,  in  open  war  against  the  United  States  at 
the  time  the  deed  was  executed  to  the  petitioners. 

The  Court  of  Claims  held  that  the  deed  was  void,  as  a 
contract  between  enemies,  and  that  the  officers  of  the  quar- 
termaster's department  at  Key  West  were  not  authorized  to 
hire  for  the  United  States  the  premises,  the  title  to  which  was 
invalid,  from  the  circumstances  stated,  which  were  known  to 
them  at  the  time. 

Mr,  Tlicmas  Wilson^  for  the  appeUant.  Mr.  Talbot j  contra^  for 
the  United  States^  was  stopped  by  the  court. 
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Mr.  Justice  FIELD,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  de- 
livered the  opinioD  of  the  court,  as  follows: 

The  determination  of  this  case  does  not  depend  upon  the 
validity  or  invalidity  of  the  title  of  the  petitioners  to  the 
property  in  question.  The  difficulty  with  their  claim  does 
not  arise,  as  the  court  below  appears  to  have  considered,  solely 
from  the  supposed  invalidity  of  their  title.  There  is  a  diffi- 
culty from  another  quarter.  "We  do  not  find,  in  any  regu- 
lation of  the  army,  or  in  any  act  of  Congress,  that  the  acting 
assistant  quartermaster  at  Key  West  was  invested  with  power 
to  bind  the  United  States  to  the  agreement  or  lease  produced, 
even  though  his  action  was  taken  by  direction  of  the  military 
commander  at  that  station,  and  the  instrument  was  approved 
by  him.  No  lease  of  premises  for  the  use  of  the  quarter- 
master's department,  or  any  branch  of  it,  could  be  binding 
upon  the  government  until  approved  by  the  quartermaster- 
general.  Until  such  approval  the  action  of  the  officers  at 
Key  West  was  as  inefiectual  to  fix  any  liability  upon  the 
government  as  if  they  had  been  entirely  disconnected  from 
the  public  service.  The  agreement  or  lease  was,  so  far  as 
the  government  is  concerned,  the  work  of  strangers.  The 
obligation  of  the  government  for  the  use  of  the  property  is 
exactly  what  it  would  have  been  if  the  possession  had  been 
taken  and  held  without  the  existence  of  the  agreement. 
Any  obligation  of  that  character  cannot  be  considered  by 
the  Court  of  Claims.  The  jurisdiction  of  that  court,  says 
the  act  of  Congress  of  July  4th,  1864,  "shall  not  extend  to, 
or  include,  any  claim  against  the  United  States,  growing  out 
of  the  destruction  or  appropriation  of,  or  damage  to,  property 
by  the  army  or  navy,  or  any  part  of  the  army  or  navy  engaged 
in  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  from  the  commencement 
to  the  close  thereof."*  The  premises  of  the  petitioners  were 
thus  appropriated  by  a  portion  of  the  army.  It  matters  not 
that  the  petitioners,  supposing  that  the  officers  at  Key  West 
could  bind  the  government  to  pay  a  stipulated  rent  for  the 
premises,  consented  to  such  appropriation.     The  manner  of 

*  18  SUt.  at  Large,  881. 
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the  appropriation,  whether  made  by  force  or  upon  the  con- 
sent of  the  owner,  does  not  affect  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 
The  consideration  of  any  claim,  whatever  its  character,  grow- 
ing out  of  such  appropriation,  is  excluded.  The  term  appro- 
priation is  of  the  broadest  import:  it  includes  all  taking  and 
use  of  property  by  the  army  or  navy,  in  the  course  of  the 
war,  not  authorized  by  contract  with  the  government.  The 
use  may  be  permanent  or  temporary,  and  it  may  result  in 
the  destruction  of  or  mere  injury  to  the  property.  If  the 
right  to  the  property,  or  to  its  use,  is  not  obtained  by  valid 
contract  with  the  government,  the  taking  or  use  of  it  is  an 
appropriation  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Congress. 

The  learned  counsel  of  the  petitioners  is  correct  in  stating 
that  leasing  and  appropriation  are  different  acts,  but  he  errs 
when  he  assumes  that  the  instrument  in  this  case  has  any 
greater  validity  as  the  act  of  the  government  than  if  it  had 
been  signed  by  himself. 

The  doctrine  of  estoppel,  which  the  counsel  invokes,  has 
no  application.  There  is  no  place  where  the  doctrine  can 
come  in.  The  of&cers  at  Key  West  did  not  represent  the 
United  States,  except  in  their  military  capacity,  though  as- 
suming to  do  so.  In  signing  the  agreement,  and  in  taking 
possession  of  the  premises  claimed  by  the  petitioners,  they 
acted  on  their  own  responsibility.  Their  unauthorized  acts 
cannot  estop  the  government  from  insisting  upon  their  in- 
validity, however  beneficial  they  may  have  proved  to  the 
United  States.  If  the  petitioners  are  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion for  the  use  of  the  property  they  must  seek  it  from  Con- 
gress.    The  Court  of  Claims  can  award  them  none. 

Judgment  affirmed.. 


VOL.  IX. 
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Chicago  v.  Sheldon. 

1.  The  clause  in  the  ordinance  of  May  28d,  1869,  by  which  the  city  of  Chi- 

cago granted  to  the  North  Chicago  City  Bailway  Company  the  right  to 
construct  a  railway,  the  company  agreeing,  that  it  should — 

<<  As  respects  the  gi*<iding^  paving ^  macadammngy  filling,  or  planJdna  of 
the  streets  w  parts  of  the  streets^  upon  which  they  shall  construct  their 
said  railways,  or  any  of  them,  keep  eight  feet  in  width  along  the  line 
of  said  railway  on  all  the  streets  where  one  track  is  constructed,  and 
sixteen  feet  in  width  along  the  line  of  said  railway  where  two  tracks  aire 
constructed,  m  good  repair  and  condition  " — 

does  not  make  the  company  liable  for  curbing,  grading,  and  paving  the 
streets  with  an  entirely  new  pavement.  The  obligation  of  the  company 
extended  to  repairs  only. 

2.  A  contract  having  been  entered  into  between  parties,  valid  at  the  time, 

by  the  laws  of  the  State,  no  decision  of  the  courts  of  the  State,  subse- 
quently made,  can  impair  its  obligation. 

In  error  to  the  Cipcuit  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of 
lUiuois ;  the  case  being  thus : 

The  constitution  of  Illinois  ordains  that  taxes  shall  be 
levied  so  that  each  person  shall  pay  in  proportion  to  the  value 
of  his  property;  and  that  where  corporate  authorities  of 
counties,  cities,  Ac,  are  authorized  to  levy  and  collect  taxes 
for  corporate  purposes,  the  taxes  shall  be  uniform  in  respect 
to  persons  and  property. 

With  these  provisions  in  force,  as  fundamental  law,  the 
legislature  of  the  State,  in  February,  1859,  authorized  the 
North  Chicago  City  Railway  Company  to  construct  and  op- 
erate a  single  or  double  track  of  a  horse  railway  on  certain 
streets  of  the  city,  "in  such  manner  and  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions,  and  with  such  rights  and  privileges  as  the  said 
common  council  may,  by  contract  with  said  parties,  pre- 
scribe." • 

On  the  28d  May,  of  the  same  year,  the  common  council 
passed  an  ordinance  by  which  they  granted  to  the  company 
permission  to  lay,  for  twenty-five  years,  a  single  or  double 
track  of  railway  on  certain  streets  of  the  city,  upon  certain 
conditions  prescribed ;  these  conditions  relating  chiefly  to 
the  sort  of  motive  power,  the  purposes  for  which  the  railway 
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was  to  be  used,  the  style  and  class  of  ear,  the  sort  of  track 
and  degree  of  its  elevation,  and  the  rates  of  fare.  Then 
followed  a  section  thus : 

"  The  said  company  shall,  as  respects  the  grading,  paving,  mac- 
adamizing,  filling,  or  planking  of  the  streets,  or  parts  of  the  streets, 
upon  which  they  shall  construct  their  said  railways,  or  any  of  them, 
keep  eight  feet  in  width  along  the  line  of  said  railway  on  all  the 
streets  wherever  one  track  is  constructed,  and  sixteen  feet  in 
width  along  the  line  of  said  railway  where  two  tracks  are  con- 
structed, in  good  repair  and  condition  during  all  the  time  to  which 
the  privileges  hereby  granted  to  said  company  shall  extend,  in 
accordance  with  whatever  order  or  regulation  respecting  the 
ordinary  repairs  thereof  may  be  adopted  by  the  common  council 
of  said  city.*' 

After  this  contract  was  made,  and  carried  into  execution 
by  the  railway  company,  and  up  to  the  year  1866,  the  com- 
mon council  passed  several  ordinances  for  the  improvement 
of  some  of  the  streets  occupied  by  the  company,  thereby 
providing  for  curbing  them  with  curbstone,  grading  and 
paving  them  with  wooden  blocks,  known  as  the  Nicholson 
pavement.  Under  none  of  these,  however,  was  the  railway 
property  of  the  street  railway  corporation  assessed,  except 
under  one  passed  in  the  year  last  named.  In  that  year  the 
proprietors  of  certain  lots  fronting  on  streets  where  the  rail- 
way was  laid,  refused  to  pay  the  assessments  made  on  them, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  railroad  property  ought  to  be  as- 
sessed. The  question  between  these  proprietors  of  lots  and 
the  city  was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  in  the 
case  of  the  Giy  of  Chicago  v.  Baer^*  where  it  was  held  (the 
previous  case  of  Chicago  v.  Lamedyt  being  considered  as  in 
principle  asserting  that  doctrine),  that  the  legislature  could 
not  constitutionally  grant  power  to  the  city  to  make  such  a 
contract  as  had  been  here  granted  to  the  railway  company, 
that  it  was  void,  and  that,  as  a  consequence,  the  city  was 

bound  to  assess  the  railroad  property.    A  special  tax  or 
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assessment  of  $28,677  was  now  accordingly  imposed  upon  the 
property  of  the  railway  company,  and  the  collection  being 
threatened,  one  Sheldon,  a  large  stockholder  in  the  com- 
pany— the  company  itself  having  declined  to  act — filed  a  bill 
in  the  court  below  to  enjoin  the  collection,  and  the  court  en- 
joined it  accordingly.  From  that  decree  the  city  of  Chicago 
brought  the  case  here,  the  main  question  being  whether 
under  their  contract  to  keep  the  road  for  a  certain  number 
of  feet  "  in  good  condition  and  repair,"  the  company  could 
be  made  to  pay  for  what  was  a  new  curbing,  grading,  and 
paving,  altogether,  there  being  also  some  minor  questions  as 
to  the  eiiect  of  the  decisions  already  mentioned. 

To  complete  the  history  of  the  matter  in  hand,  a  fact  some- 
what collateral  to  it  should  be  mentioned.  It  is  that  in  1864, 
under  the  authority  of  the  charter  of  ttfe  railway  company, 
the  common  council  entered  into  another  contract  with  it  in 
respect  to  laying  tracks  in  other  streets.  The  grant  in  this 
new  case  was  made,  '^  subject  to  all  the  restrictions  and  con- 
ditions, rights  and  privileges  in  the  previous  ordinance  of 
the  28d  of  May,  1859,  to  the  same  company,  except  as  herein 
otherwise  provided."  The  fifth  section  provided,  as  in  the 
first  contract,  for  keeping  the  eight  and  sixteen  feet  of  the 
street  in  good  condition  and  repair,  but  it  provided  further^ 
and  in  addiiionj  that,  when  any  new  irnprovement,  paving^  Ac, 
should  be  ordered  by  the  common  council  in  any  of  the 
streets,  the  railway  company  should  make  the  improvement  the 
width  of  the  eight  or  sixteen  feet,  as  the  case  might  be. 

Mr.  Tuleyy  for  the  city,  argued — 

That  a  party,  and  especially  a  monopoly,  setting  up  exemp- 
tion from  city  assessment,  should  show  its  privilege  under 
an  express  contract;  such  exemption  being  against  common 
rights,  and  not  to  be  favored;  that, plainly,  no  such  exemp- 
tion was  contracted  for  here. 

That  as  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  parties,  and  had  power  to  decide  the  subject-matter  in 
controversy  in  the  case  of  Chicago  v.  Baer,  that  decision  was 
final  and  conclusive;  the  decision  there  not  coming  before 
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this  court  on  writ  of  error,  as  required  by  the  twenty-fifth 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  if  it  was  to  be  re-examined; 
and  it  being  the  established  doctrine  of  this  court  that  it  will 
adopt  and  follow  the  decisions  of  the  State  courts  in  the  coU" 
struction  of  their  oum  ecnstUtUion  and  statutes,  when  that  con- 
struction has  been  settled  by  the  decisions  of  its  highest 
judicial  tribunal. 

That  if  any  prior  decisions  appeared  to  authorize  the  legis- 
lature to  make  contracts  commuting  the  right  of  specific 
taxes  or  assessments,  the  case  just  named  and  that  of  Chicago 
V.  Lamedj  had  essentially  modified  them. 

That  the  legislature  could  not  authorize  the  city  of  Chicago, 
and  did  not  mean  to  authorize  it,  to  make  a  valid  contract 
by  which  the  railway  company  would  be  exempted  from  the 
payment  of  its  portion  for  street  improvements,  in  propor- 
tion to  the  betiefits  received ;  which  was  what  the  railway 
corporation  did,  in  fact,  pretend  was  done  by  the  contract 
set  up. 

Mr.  Justice  It^SLSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  asserted,  on  the  part  of  the  railway  company,  that  by 
the  true  construction  of  their  contract,  they  are  exempt  from 
the  assessment  made  upon  their  property,  and  the  seventh 
section  of  the  ordinance  of  the  28d  May,  1859,  is  referred  to 
and  relied  on  in  support  of  this  construction.  That  section 
prescribes  the  obligations  and  duties  of  the  company  in  re- 
spect to  the  condition  and  repairs  of  the  streets  during  the 
whole  period  of  the  running  of  the  contract,  and  imposes 
certain  burdens  upon  it  as  to  repairs,  from  which,  to  their 
extent,  the  city,  or  adjoining  owners  of  lots,  are  relieved.  It 
is  insisted  that  this  provision  was  intended,  and  so  under- 
stood by  both  parties,  as  regulating  the  whole  subject  as  it 
respects  improvements  of  the  streets  occupied  by  the  com- 
pany, and  to  fix  in  the  contract  the  extent  of  their  liability. 

The  language  of  it  is  somewhat  peculiar,  and  it  cannot 
well  be  denied  but  that  a  fair  and  reasonable  interpretation 
fiavors  this  view.  It  is  as  follows:  **  The  said  company  shall, 
as  respects  the  grading ^  paving^  maaxdamizingj  fiUing^  or  plank- 
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mg  of  the  streets ^  or  parts  of  the  streets^  upon  which  they  shall 
construct  their  said  railways,  or  any  of  them,  keep  eight  feet 
in  width  along  the  line  of  said  railway  on  all  the  streets  where 
one  track  is  constructed,  and  sixteen  feet  in  width  along  the 
line  of  said  railway  where  two  tracks  are  constructed,  in  good 
repair  and  condition."  Now,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  above 
recitals  embrace  the  whole  subject  of  improvements  of  the 
streets,  and  that  it  was  present  to  the  minds  of  the  parties 
when  entering  into  the  stipulation  respecting  repairs  that 
followed.  And  this  being  so,  it  is  difficult  to  deny,  but  that 
these  stipulations  were  made  as  fixing  the  proportion  or  share 
of  these  general  improvements  which  should  be  imposed  on 
the  company,  namely,  they  should  keep  in  good  condition 
and  repair  eight  or  sixteen  feet,  as  they  used  a  single  or  double 
track,  along  the  entire  length  of  the  road.  They  were  not  to 
grade,  pave,  macadamize,  fill,  or  plank  even  the  above  width 
or  distance,  except  so  far  as  such  work  came  within  the  cate- 
gory of  repairs. 

What  adds  great  weight  to  this  view  is,  it  accords  with  the 
practical  construction  given  to  the  contract  by  both  parties. 
It  was  entered  into,  as  we  have  seen,  on  the  23d  May,  185&. 
Several  of  these  special  assessments  were  authorized  subse- 
quently by  the  common  council  and  collected,  but  no  attempt 
was  made  to  assess  the  railroad  property  of  the  company. 
ITor  was  any  question  raised  as  to  its  exemption  till  1866,  aiid 
not  then  by  the  city,  but  by  some  of  the  proprietors  of  lots 
fronting  on  the  streets.  In  cases  where  the  language  used 
by  the  parties  to  the  contract  is  indefinite  or  ambiguous, 
and,  hence,  of  doubtful  construction,  the  practical  interpreta- 
tion by  the  parties  themselves  is  entitled  to  great,  if  not  eon- 
trolling,  influence.  The  interest  of  each,  generally,  leads  him 
to  a  construction  most  favorable  to  himself,  and  when  the  dif- 
ference has  become  serious,  and  beyond  amicable  adjustment, 
it  can  be  settled  only  by  the  arbitrament  of  the  law.  But, 
in  an  executory  contract,  and  where  its  execution  necessarily 
involves  a  practical  construction,  if  the  minds  of  both  parties 
concur,  there  can  be  no  great  danger  in  the  adoption  of  it  by 
the  court  as  the  true  one. 
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There  is  another  consideration  in  the  case  entitled  to 
weight  in  the  interpretation  of  this  contract;  and  that  is  the 
language  of  the  contract  made  between  the  city  and  the  com- 
pany in  1864.'*'  This  ordinance  is  m  pari  materia  with  the 
one  of  1859,  and  helps  to  explain  any  ambiguity  in  it. 

We  may  add,  also,  that  the  learned  judge  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  maintaining  the  liability  of  this  com- 
pany to  the  payment  of  the  assessment,  does  not  place  his 
opinion  upon  the  ground  that  the  contract  did  not  exempt 
it,  but  that  the  legislature  were  disabled  by  the  constitution 
of  the  State  from  conferring  any  such  power  on  the  city.  The 
objection  is  founded  on  the  clauses  of  the  constitution,  which 
provide  that  taxes  shall  be  levied  so  that  each  person  shall  pay 
in  proportion  to  the  value  of  his  property;  and  that  where 
corporate  authorities  of  counties,  cities^,  Ac,  are  authorized 
to  levy  and  collect  taxes  for  corporate  purposes,  the  taxes 
shall  be  uniform  in  respect  to  persons  and  property. 

We  are  not  concerned  to  deal  with  these  provisions,  as  it 
is  perfectly  settled  by  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  them, 
they  do  not  forbid  the  legislature  commuting  with  individ- 
uals or  corporate  bodies  the  burdens  of  general  or  specific 
taxes  or  assessments,  of  the  character  of  those  in  question, 
for  what  they  may  deem  an  equivalent.  This  has  been  so 
frequently  decided  that  we  need  only  refer  to  the  cases.f  It 
is  supposed  by  the  counsel  for  the  city  that  this  doctrine  has 
been  modified  by  the  recent  cases  of  Chicago  v.  Lamed,  de- 
cided in  1864,  and  The  Same  v.  Baer,  in  1866.  But,  on  look- 
ing into  these  cases,  we  find  no  references  to  the  cases  above 
cited,  or  to  the  doctrine  they  maintain.  If  it  were  other- 
wise, however,  we  could  not  agree  that  such  decisions  could 
have  the  efiect  to  invalidate  the  contract  in  question.  A 
contract  having  been  entered  into  between  the  parties,  valid 
at,  the  time,  by  the  laws  of  the  State,  it  is  not  competent 

*  See  it,  mtpra^  p.  62. 

t  Illinois  Central  Railroad  v.  Oounty  of  McLean,  17  Illinois,  291 ;  Hun- 
saker  o.  Wright,  80  Id.  146 ;  Neustadt  v.  Illinois  Central  Bailroad,  81  Id. 
484. 
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even  for  its  legislatare  to  pass  an  act  impairing  its  obliga* 
tion,  much  less  could  any  decision  of  its  courts  have  that 
effect. 

A  point  is  made,  that  the  legislature  have  not  conferred, 
or  intended  to  confer,  authority  npon  the  city  to  make  this 
contract.  "We  need  only  say  that  full  power  was  not  only 
conferred,  but  that  the  contract  itself  has  been  since  ratified 
by  this  body. 

JunaMBNT  AFFIRMED. 


United  States  v.  Anderson. 

1.  Under  the  act  of  March  12th,  1S68,  commonly  called  the  **  Abandoned 

or  Captured  Property  Act/'  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  party  preferring 
his  claim  in  the  Coart  of  Claims  for  the  proceeds  of  property  taken  and 
sold  under  it,  to  prove,  in  addition  to  his  own  loyalty,  the  loyalty  of  the 
persons  from  whom  he  bought  the  property  taken  and  sold ;  the  property 
having  been  purchased  by  him  in  good  faith,  and  without  intent  to  de- 
fraud the  government  or  any  one  else. 

2.  Notwithstanding  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  June  26th,  1868,  the  vendors 

of  the  property  so  taken  and  sold  are  competent  witnesses,  on  a  claim 
preferred  by  the  owners  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  in  supporting  such 
claim,  if  they  themselves  never  had  any  title,  claim,  or  right  against 
the  government,  and  are  not  interested  in  the  suit. 

8.  As  respects  rights  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  above-mentioned  Aban- 
doned or  Captured  Property  Act,  "  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion  "  is  to 
be  regarded  as  having  taken  place  on  the  20th  of  August,  1866,  on  which 
day  the  President  by  proclamation  declared  it  suppressed  in  Texas  *<  and 
throughout  the  whole  of  the  United  States  of  America,"  that  same  date 
being  apparently  adopted  by  tiongress  in  a  statute  continuing  a  certain 
rate  of  pay  to  soldiers  in  the  army  <'  for  three  years  after  the  close  of 
the  rebellion,  as  announced  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  by 
proclamation  bearing  date  August  20th,  1866.*' 

4.  Under  the  Captured  or  Abandoned  Property  Act,  the  Court  of  Claims 
may  render  judgment  not  only  generally  for  the  claimant,  but  for  a 
apeoiflc  sum  as  due  to  him. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Claims ;  the  case  heing  this : 

Congress,  hy  act  of  July  18th,  1861,'*'  passed  soon  after 
the  outbreak  of  the  late  rebellion,  enacted  that  it  might  be 

*  12  SUt.  at  Large,  267. 


Dec,  1869.]      Unitbd  States  v.  Andbrson.  67 

Statexnent  of  the  case. 

—  a  ■■  ■  ,         ,  I  I 

lawful  for  the  President,  by  proclamation,  to  declare  that 
the  inhabitants  of  any  State  or  part  of  a  State  where  such 
insurrection  was  existing  were  in  a  state  of  such  insurrection, 
and  that  thereupon  (with  a  proviso  that  the  President  might, 
to  a  limited  extent  and  under  regulations  to  be  prescribed* 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  license  it)  all  "  commercial 
intercourse  by  and  between  the  same  and  citizens  thereof, 
and  citizens  of  the  rest  of  the  United  States,  should  cease, 
and  be  unlawful  so  long  as  such  condition  of  hostility  should 
continue."  By  a  subsequent  act  of  July,  17th,  1862,*  it  was 
enacted — 

'<  That  to  insure  the  speedy  termination  of  the  present  rebel- 
lion, it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  cause  the  seizure  of  all  the  estate  and  property,  money,  stocks, 
credits,  and  effects  of  the  persons  hereinafter  named  in  this  sec- 
tion, and  to  apply  and  use  the  same  and  the  proceeds  thereof 
for  the  support  of  the  army  of  the  United  States." 

The  enumeration  of  persons  includes  several  classes  of 
persons ;  and  the  section  concludes  by  declaring  that 

"  All  sales,  transfers,  or  conveyances  of  any  such  property 
shall  be  null  and  void." 

Another  section  goes  on  to  say: 

"  And  if  any  person  within  any  State  or  Territory  of  the 
United  States,  other  than  those  named  as  aforesaid,  after  the 
passage  of  this  act,  being  engaged  in  armed  rebellion  against 
the  government  of  the  United  States,  or  aiding  or  abetting 
snch  rebellion,  shall  not  within  sixty  days  after  public  warning 
and  proclamation  duly  given  and  made  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  cease  to  aid,  countenance,  and  abet  such  rebellion, 
and  return  to  his  allegiance  to  the  United  States,  all  the  estate 
and  property,  money,  stocks,  and  credits  of  such  persons  shall 
be  liable  to  seizure  as  aforesaid,  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
President  to  seize  and  use  them  as  aforesaid,  or  the  proceeds 
thereo£    And  all  saleSy  transfers,  or  conveyances  of  any  such  prop- 

*  12  Stat  at  Large,  590. 
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ertj/y  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  sixty  days  from  the  date  of  such 
warning  and  proclamation^  shall  be  null  and  void,'* 

By  a  still  later  act,  one  passed  when  the  armies  of  the 
United  States  were  beginning  to  march  into  the  rebellious 
regions — the  act,  namely,  of  March  12th,  1863* — entitled 
"An  act  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  abandoned  property, 
Ac,  in  insurrectionary  districts  within  the  United  States,"  it 
was  provided  as  follows : 

*'  Any  person  claiming  to  have  been  the  owner  of  any  such 
abandoned  or  captured  property  may,  at  any  time  within  two  years 
after  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  prefer  his  claim  to  the  pro. 
ceeds  thereof  in  the  Court  of  Claims;  and  on  proof  to  the  satis- 
faction of  said  court  (1)  of  his  ownership  of  said  property,  (2)  of 
his  right  to  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  (3)  that  he  has  never  given 
any  aid  or  comfort  to  the  present  rebellion,  receive  the  residue 
of  such  proceeds,  ailer  the  deduction  of  any  purchase-money 
which  may  have  been  paid,  together  with  the  expense  of  trans- 
portation and  sale  of  said  property,  and  any  other  lawful  ex- 
penses attending  the  disposition  thereof* 

The  time  mentioned  in  this  act  as  that  within  which  a 
party  might  prefer  his  claim,  "  any  time,"  to  wit,  "  within 
two  years  after  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,"  was  one 
which,  as  events  in  the  conclusion  of  the  rebellion  subse- 
quently proved,  was  not,  to  common  apprehension,  entirely 
definite.  As  matter  of  fact,  rebellious  districts  were  brought 
under  the  control  of  the  government  in  different  parts  of  the 
South  at  different  times,  and  in  April,  1865,  the  armies  of 
the  rebel  generals  Lee  and  Johnston  surrendered;  their 
surrender  being  followed  by  that  of  Taylor's  army,  on  the 
4th  of  May,  and  by  that  of  Kirby  Smith's,  on  the  26th  of  the 
same  month.  With  this  last-named  surrender,  all  armed  re* 
sistance,  in  the  least  formidable,  to  the  authority  of  the  gov- 
ernment ceased,  and,  as  matter  offacty  the  rebellion  was  pros- 
trate, though  rebel  cruisers  continued  their  depredations  on 
our  commerce,  and  though  there  were,  in  Texas  and  else- 

*  12  Stot.  at  Large,  820. 
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where,  some  wandering  bands  of  robbers.  Still,  after  Kirby 
Smith's  surrender,.  May  26th,  1865,  intercourse,  commercial 
and  other,  between  the  inhabitants  of  the  different  sections, 
began  to  resume  itself;  trade  opened,  more  or  less,  on  its 
ancient  basis,  remittances  were  made,  debts  were  paid  or 
compromised,  and  bills  of  exchange  were  drawn  between  the 
inhabitants  of  the  two  sections. 

The  courts,  which,  in  each  section,  had  been  closed  to  the 
inhabitants  of  the  other,  were  soon  opened,  in  form  at  least. 
The  Court  of  Claims  assumed  jurisdiction  of  cases  under  the 
Abandoned  Property  Act,  and  between  the  termination  of 
actual  hostilities  and  the  date  fixed  by  the  court  below  as 
the  legal  suppression  of  the  rebellion  (20th  August,  1866), 
thirty  causes  were  commenced  in  that  court  under  the  act, 
and  jurisdiction  of  them  entertained. 

In  this  court,  the  causes  pending  at  the  beginning  of  the 
war  to  which  inhabitants  of  the  States  in  rebellion  were  par- 
ties, and  which  had  been  suspended  and  postponed  from 
term  to  term  during  the  continuance  of  the  war,  were,  at  the 
December  Term,  1865,  by  the  order  of  the  court,  called  and 
heard  in  their  order  on  the  calendar,  or  on  special  days  to 
which  they  were  assigned. 

Post-offices  were  reopened;*  the  letting  of  contracts  for 
mail  service  throughout  the  rebellious  States  resumed  ;t  and 
the  revenue  system  extended  throughout  the  same  States.^ 

The  Federal  courts,  too,  were  reopened  in  the  insurrection- 
ary districts. 

But  notwithstanding  all  this,  the  late  rebellious  States 
were  not  politically  restored  to  the  Union,  nor  were  many  of 
them  so  restored  till  long  afterwards.  On  the  contrary,  many 
of  them  were  kept  under  military  government,  in  virtue  of 
statutes  of  the  United  States  known  as  the  reconstruction 
acts.     And  the  complete  status  ante  bellum  was  not  yet  visible. 

So  far  as  executive  recognitions  of  the  date  when  the  re- 
bellion was  to  be  assumed  to  have  been  "  suppressed  "  were 

*  Postmaster-Oenerars  Report,  186S,  p.  268.  f  lb.  1865,  pp.  9, 10. 

X  Beport  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  1866,  pp.  29,  80. 
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concerned,  the  government  issued  three  proclamations,  one 
dated  June  18th,  1866,*  in  relation  to  the  suppression  of  the 
rebellion  in  Tennessee;  another,  dated  April  2d,  1866,t  in 
regard  to  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion  in  the  States  of 
Georgia,  South  Carolina^  Virginia,  Tennessee,  Alabama,  Lou- 
isiana, Arkansas,  Mississippi,  and  Florida ;  and  the  thirds  dated 
August  20/A,  1866,J  declaring  the  rebellion  suppressed  in  Texas^ 
"  and  throughout  the  whole  of  the  United  States  of  America." 

And  an  act  of  Congress,  passed  March  2d,  1867,§  declared 
that  a  previous  act  of  Congress,  passed  June  20th,  1864,|| 
to  increase  the  pay  of  soldiers  in  the  army,  should  be  "con- 
tinued in  full  force  and  effect  for  three  years  after  the  close 
of  the  rebelliony  as  announced  by  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
by  proclamation  bearing  date  August  20^A,  1866." 

In  this  state  of  enactments,  proclamation,  and  fact,  one 
Anderson,  a  free  man  of  color,  possessed  of  real  and  personal 
property,  by  occupation  a  drayman  and  cotton  sampler,  and 
a  resident  of  Charleston,  South  Carolina,  preferred,  on  the 
bth  of  June,  1868,  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  under  the  provision« 
of  the  already-mentioned  "Abandoned  Property  Act"  of 
1863,  as  it  was  familiarly  styled,  a  claim  for  the  residue  of  the 
proceeds  of  some  cotton. 

Twenty  days  after  Anderson  preferred  his  claim  to  the 
Court  of  Claims — that  is  to  say,  on  the  26th  June,  1868 — 
Congress  passed  a  law,^ 

"That  no  plaintiff,  or  claimant,  or  any  persou,  from  or  through 
whom  any  such  plaintiff  or  claimant  derives  his  alleged  title, 
claim  or  right  against  the  United  States,  or  any  person  inter- 
ested in  any  such  title,  claim,  or  right,  shall  be  a  competent  wit- 
ness in  the  Court  of  Claims  in  supporting  any  such  title,  claim, 
or  right." 

When  the  matter  came  on  afterwards  to  be  heard,  Ander- 
son proved  this  case  (proving  it,  in  part,  by  two  persons, 
the  one  named  Fleming,  and  the  other  Doucen,  who  resided 
within  the  insurrectionary  district,  and  from  whom  he  had 

«  13  Stat  at  Large,  768.  f  ^^  I<^*  ^1^-  X  ^^-  ^1^- 
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boQght  the  cotton),  the  case,  to  wit,  that  he  had  bought  part 
of  the  cotton  in  the  early  part  of  the  war,  and  the  rest  in  the 
autumn  of  1864,  before  the  evacuation  of  Charleston  by  the 
rebels;  that  on  the  5th  March,  1865,  the  military  authorities 
of  the  United  States  being  now  in  possession  of  Charleston, 
he  reported  it  to  them,  and  that  on  the  6th  of  April  follow- 
ing, it  was  removed,  under  their  direction,  from  its  place  of 
deposit  to  the  Charleston  custom-house,  whence  it  was  shipped 
to  New  York,  and  there  sold  for  the  United  States,  and  the 
gross  proceeds  paid  into  the  treasury;  the  net  proceeds 
amounting  to  $6728.  The  loyalty  of  Fleming  and  Doucen, 
from  whom  the  cotton  was  purchased,  was  not  proven,  but 
that  of  Anderson  was,  and  that  he  had  never  given  any 
aid  or  comfort  to  the  rebellion,  or  to  the  persons  who  were 
engaged  in  it. 

In  the  Court  of  Claims,  the  counsel  for  the  government 
urged  four  principal  grounds  of  objection  to  the  allowance 
of  the  claim. 

1st  That  the  action  was  barred  by  the  limitation  in  the 
statute  of  March  12th,  1863. 

2d.  That  if  in  this  they  were  mistaken,  still  that  the  suit 
must  fail,  because  the  persons  who  sold  the  property  to  An- 
derson, being  residents  of  an  insurrectionary  district,  were 
unable,  under  thestate  of  the  law  on  this  subject,  to  convey 
title  to  him. 

8d.  That  the  vendors  of  the  cotton  in  question  were  incom- 
petent witnesses,  by  reason  of  the  act  of  25th  June,  1865,  and 
that  their  testimony  should  have  been  excluded. 

4th.  That  the  court  had  no  authority  to  render  judgment 
for  a  specific  sum,  its  power  being  limited  to  the  point  of 
deciding  whether  the  claimant  was  entitled  to  recover  at  all, 
leaving  the  amount  to  be  determined  by  computation  by  the 
proper  officers  of  the  Treasury  Department. 

But  the  Court  of  Claims  held : 

1st.  That  the  claim  was  not  barred  by  the  limitation  men- 
tioned. 

2d.  That  the  cotton  had  not  been  ipso  facto  forfeited  be- 
cause it  had  belonged  to  persons  resident  in  the  insurrec- 
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tiouary  district,  no  proceedings  having  been  instituted  to 
confiscate  the  same  as  the  property  of  such  persons. 

8d.  That  the  vendors  of  the  property  were  not  incompe- 
tent witnesses. 

4th.  That  upon  the  whole  case  the  claimant  was  entitled 
to  judgment  for  the  net  proceeds  as  proved. 

The  correctness  of  these  several  rulings  was  the  matter 
now  here  for  review. 

Mr.  HoaVy  Attoniey-Generaly  and  Mr.  B.  S.  Hale^  special  coun» 
sely  for  the  United  States: 

1.  Was  Anderson's  claim,  which  was  preferred  on  the  6th 
of  June,  1868,  preferred  at  any  time  within  two  years  after 
the  suppression  of  the  rebellion  ? 

The  question  when  a  suppression  of  the  rebellion  was 
made  is  a  question  of  the  actual  termination  of  the  war,  and 
one  distinct  from  the  political  question  of  the  continuance 
of  the  rights  of  war,  after  the  termination  in  fact  of  hostili- 
ties. The  true  test  of  the  existence  of  civil  war  was  tersely 
stated  by  Grier,  J.,  speaking  for  the  court  in  the  Prize  Cases.* 
"When  the  regular  course  of  justice  is  interrupted  byre- 
volt,  rebellion,  or  insurrection,  so  that  the  courts  of  justice 
cannot  be  kept  open,  civil  war  exisis^^'  &c.  The  test  of  its  ter- 
mination is  logically  the  same.  When  the  armed  organiza- 
tion against  the  government  has  ceased  to  exist,  when  the 
courts  of  justice  are  no  longer  prevented  by  violence,  there 
is  no  longer  civil  war,  and  the  rebellion  is  suppressed.  Now, 
after  the  surrender  of  Kirby  Smith,  armed  resistance  to  the 
authority  of  the  United  States  ceased,  the  civil  war  was 
ended,  and  the  rebellion  suppressed,  as  matter  of  fact.  In 
the  universal  speech  of  the  people,  "the  war  was  over," 
This  is  an  historical  fact,  of  which  this  court  will  take  judicial 
cognizance.  Their  own  proceedings  and  the  call  of  their 
docket  show  it.  But  the  fact  is  part  of  public  history,  and 
universally  known.  From  that  date,  all  claimants  were  en- 
titled to  sue  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  under  the  act  of  12tli 
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March,  1863,  and  at  the  expiration  of  two  years  from  that 
date  (26th  May,  1867),  their  right  to  sue  terminated.  The 
claim  was  therefore  too  late. 

The  various  proclamations  of  the  President  did  not  create 
the  condition  of  peace,  but  were  executive  recognitions  of 
the  fact  that  peace  was  restored,  just  as  the  actions  of  the 
courts  were  judicial  recognitions  of  the  same  fact. 

But  if  executive  action  is  requisite  to  establish  the  fact  of 
the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  then  the  proclamation  of 
April  2d,  1866,  does  it  as  respects  South  Carolina;  and  the 
cause  of  action  having  arisen  in  that  State  the  statute  began 
to  run  whenever  the  rebellion  was  suppressed  there.  If  this 
is  so,  the  claim  is  still  too  late. 

As  to  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  2d,  1867,  its  object 
was  not  to  determine  the  end  of  the  rebellion,  either  for  ju- 
dicial or  legislative  purposes,  but  to  fix  a  definite  time  when 
the  additional  pay  given  to  soldiers  by  the  act  of  20th  June, 
1864,  should  terminate.  And  it  does  not,  in  terms,  fix  the 
end  of  the  rebellion ;  but  fixes  the  desired  day  by  recital 
from  "  the  close  of  the  rebellion,  as  announced  by  the  Presi- 
dentf'*  &c.  To  give  to  it  the  eflfect  of  fixing  the  close  of  the 
rebellion  for  the  purposes  of  the  Abandoned  and  Captured 
Property  Act,  or  for  any  other  judicial  or  legislative  purpose, 
would  be  to  give  it  an  effect  not  contemplated  by  Congress. 

2.  The  loyalty  of  Fleming  and  Doucen,  who  sold  the  cot- 
ton to  Anderson,  is  not  proven.  They  resided  in  South 
Carolina,  and  such  residence  fixes  on  them,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  of  loyalty,  rebel  character.  Sales  by  them,  under 
the  act  of  July  17th,  1862,  are  "  null  and  void."  Nor  is  the 
act  of  1862  repealed  by  the  Abandoned  and  Captured  Prop- 
erty Act.  These  acts  are  to  a  limited  extent  in  pari  materia^ 
and  are  so  far  to  be  construed  by  the  aid  of  each  other.  But 
in  their  principal  scope  they  relate  to  different  subjects,  pro- 
vide for  different  ends,  and  contain  no  provisions  inconsistent 
with  each  other,  so  that  both  cannot  stand.  The  proof  of 
ownership  required  under  the  latter  act  is  of  necessity  lawful 
ownership,  as  well  under  the  act  of  1862  as  under  all  other 
subsisting  laws. 
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But  this  is  no  longer  an  open  question  in  this  court  since 
the  case  of  McKee  v.  United  Slates.*  The  language  of  the 
court  is : 

^'This  statute  prohibited  a  person  occupying  the  position 
A.  W.  McEee  did  from  selliug  his  property;  and  it  follows,  as 
he  had  do  capacity  to  dispose  of  it,  that  the  claimant  could 
acquire  do  title  to  it.'' 

[The  remaining  two  points  taken  below,  though  still  in- 
sisted on  9  were  less  pressed  by  the  learned  counsel  here.] 

Messrs.  J.  A.  Wills,  O.  Taylcyr,  T.  J.  D.  FuUer,  A.  G.  Riddle., 
and  W.  P.  Clarke,  contra,  for  the  claimant  in  this  case,  or  for 
claimants  in  other  cases  involving  the  same  general  ques- 
tions, and  argued  with  this  one  and  disposed  of  by  the 
opinion  in  it. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Whether  the  positions  taken  by  the  learned  counsel  of  the 
United  States  in  the  court  below,  and  maintained  in  this 
court  also,  are  well  taken  or  not  depends  on  the  construc- 
tion to  be  given  the  act  concerning  abandoned  and  captured 
property,  and  the  4th  sectiou  of  the  act  of  June  25th,  1868. 

The  act  of  March  12th,  1863,  in  one  particular,  inaugu- 
rated a  policy  different  from  that  which  induced  the  passage 
of  other  measures  rendered  necessary  by  the  obstinacy  and 
magnitude  of  the  resistance  to  the  supremacy  of  the  National 
authority.  To  overconie  this  resistance,  and  to  carry  on  the 
war  successfully,  the  entire  people  of  the  States  in  rebellion 
were  considered  as  public  enemies;  but  it  is  familiar  history 
that  there  were  many  persons  whom  necessity  required 
should  be  treated  as  enemies  who  were  friends,  and  adhered 
with  fidelity  to  the  National  cause.  This  class  of  people, 
compelled  to  live  among  those  who  were  combined  to  over- 
throw the  Federal  authority,  and  liable  at  all  times  to  be 
stripped  of  their  property  by  the  usurped  government,  were 

«  8  Wallace,  168. 
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objects  of  sympathy  to  the  loyal  people  of  this  country,  and 
their  nnfortnnate  condition  was  appreciated  by  Congress. 

During  the  progress  of  the  war  it  was  expected  that  our 
forces  in  the  field  would  capture  property,  and,  as  the  enemy 
retreated,  that  property  would  remain  in  the  country  without 
apparent  ownership,  which  should  be  collected  and  disposed 
of.  In  this  condition  of  things  Congress  acted.  While  pro* 
viding  for  the  disposition  of  this  captured  and  abandoned 
property,  Congress  recognized  the  status  of  the  loyal  South- 
ern people,  and  distinguished  between  property  owned  by 
them,  and  the  property  of  the  disloyal.  It  was  not  required 
to  do  this,  for  all  the  property  obtained  in  this  manner  could, 
by  proper  proceedings,  have  been  appropriated  to  the  neces- 
sities of  the  war.  But  Congress  did  not  think  proper  to  do 
this.  In  a  spirit  of  liberality  it  constituted  the  government 
a  trustee  for  so  much  of  this  property  as  belonged  to  the 
faithful  Southern  people,  and  while  directing  that  all  of  it 
should  be  sold  and  its  proceeds  paid  into  the  treasury,  gave 
to  this  class  of  persons  an  opportunity,  at  any  time  within 
two  years  after  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  to  bring 
their  suit  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  establish  their  right 
to  the  proceeds  of  that  portion  of  it  which  they  owned,  re- 
quiring from  them  nothing  but  proof  of  loyalty  and  owner- 
ship. 

It  is  true  the  liberality  of  Congress  in  this  regard  was  not 
confined  to  Southern  owners,  for  the  law  is  general  in  its 
terms,  and  protects  all  loyal  owners;  but  the  number  of 
Northern  citizens  who  could,  in  any  state  of  the  ease,  be 
bond  Jide  owners  of  this  kind  of  property  was  necessarily 
few,  and  their  condition,  although  recognized  in  the  law,, 
did  not  induce  Congress  to  incorporate  in  it  the  provision 
we  are  considering. 

The  measure,  in  itself  of  great  beneficence,  was  practi- 
cally important  only  in  its  application  to  the  loyal  Southern 
people,  and  sympathy  for  their  situation  doubtless  prompted 
Congress  to  pass  it  It  is  in  view  of  this  state  of  things,  as 
it  is  the  duty  of  a  court  in  construing  a  law  to  consider  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  was  passed  and  the  object  to 
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be  aceomplished  by  it,  that  we  are  called  upon  to  apply  this 
particular  provision  to  the  facts  of  this  case.  The  loyalty 
of  the  claimant  is  not  questioned,  but  his  ownership,  in  the 
sense  of  the  law,  of  the  property  in  dispute  is  denied. 

It  is  not  denied  that  he  purchased  the  property  in  good 
faith  for  value,  and  with  no  purpose  to  defraud  the  govern- 
ment or  any  one  else;  but  it  is  said  the  persons  from  whom 
he  bought  resided  in  South  Carolina,  were  presumed  to  be 
rebels,  and  were,  therefore,  prohibited  from  selling. 

This  is  an  attempt  to  import  from  the  confiscation  law  of 
July  17th,  1862,  into  this  law,  a  disability  which  it  does  not 
contain.  If  this  could  be  done,  but  very  little  benefit  would 
accrue  to  the  loyal  people  of  the  South  from  the  privilege 
conferred  on  them  by  the  law  in  question.  It  is  well  known 
that  nearly  all  the  Southern  people  were  engaged  in  the  re- 
bellion, and  that  those  who  were  not  thus  employed  fur- 
nished the  exception  rather  than  the  rule.  Few  as  they 
were,  the  necessities  of  life  required  that  they  should  buy 
and  sell,  and,  equally  so,  that  their  trading  should  be  free 
and  unrestricted. 

This  condition  of  things  Congress  was  aware  of,  and  if  it 
had  been  its  purpose  to  limit  the  privilege  in  controversy  to 
the  loyal  citizen,  who  happened  to  acquire  his  property  from 
another  person  equally  loyal,  they  would  have  said  so.  But 
Congress  had  no  such  narrow  policy  in  view.  Its  policy  in 
the  matter  was  broad  and  comprehensive,  and  embraced 
within  its  range  all  persons  who  had  adhered  to  the  Union. 
It  treated  all  alike,  and  did  not  discriminate  in  favor  of  the 
person  who  could  trace  his  title  through  a  loyal  source,  and 
against  him  who  was  not  so  fortunate.  It  did  not  consider 
the  loyal  planter,  who  raised  his  own  cotton  and  rice,  as 
entitled  to  any  more  protection  than  the  dweller  in  the  cities 
and  towns  who  lived  by  trafiBic,  and  bought  where  he  could 
buy  the  cheapest. 

The  confiscation  law,  however,  was  not  intended  to  apply 
to  a  person  occupying  the  status  of  this  claimant.  The  pur- 
pose which  Congress  had  in  view  in  passing  that  law  was 
very  different  from  that  which  induced  it,  in  the  Captured 
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and  Abandoned  Property  Act,  to  extend  a  privilege  to  the 
loyal  owner.  The  confiscation  law  concerns  rebels  and  their 
property;  was  intended  as  a  measure  to  cripple  their  re- 
sources; and,  in  so  far  as  it  claims  the  right  to  seize  and 
condemn  their  property,  as  a  punishment  for  their  crimes, 
recognizes  that  certain  legal  proceedings  are  necessary  to  do 
so.  But  by  the  act  in  question  the  government  yielded  its 
right  to  seize  and  condemn  the  property  which  it  took  in 
the  enemy's  country  if  it  belonged  to  a  faithful  citizen,  and 
substantially  said  to  him,  "  We  are* obliged  to  take  the  prop- 
erty of  friend  and  foe  alike,  which  we  ^ill  sell  and  deposit 
the  proceeds  of  in  the  treasury;  and  if,  at  any  time  within 
two  years  after  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  you  prove 
satisfactorily  that  of  the  property  thus  taken  you  owned  a 
part,  we  will  pay  you  the  net  amount  received  from  its  sale.'' 
The  two  acts  cannot  be  construed  in  pari  maierid.  The  one 
is  penal,  the  other  remedial;  the  one  claims  a  right,  the  other 
concedes  a  privilege. 

It  is  said  the  vendors  of  the  cotton  were  incompetent  wit- 
nesses by  reason  of  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  June  25th, 
1868,  which  declares  that  no  plaintifi*  or  claimant,  or  any 
person  from  or  through  whom  any  such  plaintiff  or  claimant 
derives  his  alleged  title,  claim,  or  right  against  the  United 
States,  or  any  person  interested  in  any  such  title,  claim,  or 
right,  shall  be  a  competent  witness  in  the  Court  of  Claims  in 
supporting  any  such  title,  claim,  or  right. 

There  are  three  classes  of  persons  who  are,  by  this  section, 
prohibited  from  testifying.  The  claimant  cannot  testify, 
nor  can  the  person  who,  after  a  claim  has  accrued  to  him 
against  the  United  States,  has  sold  or  transferred  it  to  the 
claimant,  nor  can  any  one  who  is  interested  in  the  event  of 
the  suit  Doucen  and  Fleming,  the  immediate  vendors  of 
Anderson,  are  not  excluded  by  this  rule.  They  were  not 
interested  in  the  suit,  and  in  no  sense  did  Anderson  derive 
bis  claim  against  the  United  States  through  them.  They 
never  had  any  claim  against  the  United  States,  because  when 
the  property  was  taken  it  belonged  to  Anderson,  and  it  is 
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only  after  the  property  was  sold  that  Anderson's  claim  even 
to  the  proceeds  attached.  If  the  property  in  transitu  from 
Charleston  to  New  York  had  been  lost,  no  claim  conld  arise 
under  the  law  in  favor  of  Anderson  against  the  United  States, 
his  claim  being  contingent  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  property 
finally  reaching  the  treasury. 

But  the  point  most  pressed  in  the  argument  against  the 
right  to  recover  in  this  case  relates  to  the  limitation  in  the 
law.  It  is  contended  thftt  the  claim  was  barred  by  this  limi- 
tation, as  it  was  n6t  preferred  until  the  5th  of  June,  1868. 
It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  determine  when  the  time  for 
preferring  claims  commenced,  and  when  it  ended,  The 
words  of  the  statute  on  this  subject  are,  that  any  person 
claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  abandoned  or  captured  property 
may,  at  any  time  within  two  years  after  the  suppression  of 
the  rebellion,  prefer  his  claim  to  the  proceeds  thereof  in  the 
Court  of  Claims.  There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the  words 
of  this  provision  which  disables  a  person  from  preferring  his 
claim  immediately  after  the  proceeds  of  his  property  have 
reached  the  treasury,  and  there  is  no  good  reason  why  a  dif* 
ferent  interpretation  should  be  given  them.  On  the  contrary, 
there  is  sufficient  reason  in  the  nature  of  the  legislation  on 
this  subject,  apart  from  the  letter  of  the  law,  to  bring  the 
mind  to  the  conclusion  that  Congress  intended  to  give  the 
claimant  an  immediate  right  of  action.  The  same  motive 
that  prompted  Congress  to  grant  the  privilege  to  prefer  a 
claim  at  all,  operated  to  allow  it  to  be  done  so  soon  as  the 
property  had  been  converted  into  money.  If  in  the  condi- 
tion of  the  country,  it  was  known  that  the  Union  men  of  the 
South,  as  a  general  thing,  would  be  unable  to  prosecute 
their  claims  while  the  war  lasted,  still  it  was  recognized  that 
some  persons  might  be  fortunate  enough  to  do  so,  and  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  their  cases  the  right  to  sue  at  once 
was  conferred.  In  the  progress  of  the  .war,  as  our  armies 
advanced  and  were  able  to  afford  protection  to  the  Union 
people,  it  was  expected  that  many  of  them,  availing  them- 
selves of  the  opportunity,  would  escape  into  the  National 
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linesy  and  be  thus  Iq  a  condition  to  secure  the  rights  conceded 
to  them  by  this  statute;  and  the  history  of  the  times  inarms 
Qs  that  this  expectation  was  realized.  To  impute  to  Congress 
a  design  to  compel  these  people,  impoverished  as  they  were 
known  to  be,  to  wait  until  the  war  was  over  before  they 
could  institute  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  general  spirit  of  the  statute,  and 
cannot  be  entertained.  If,  then,  the  right  to  prefer  a  claim 
attached  as  soon  as  the  money  reached  the  treasury,  when 
did  it  expire  ?  The  law  says  two  years  after  the  rebellion 
was  suppressed;  but  the  question  recurs,  when  is  the  re- 
bellion to  be  considered  suppressed,  as  regards  the  rights 
intended  to  be  secured  by  this  statute  ?  It  is  very  clear  that 
the  limitation  applied  to  the  entire  suppression  of  the  rebel- 
lion, and  that  no  one  was  intended  to  be  affected  by  its  sup- 
pression in  any  particular  locality.  It  might  be  suppressed 
in  one  State  and  not  in  another,  but  the  citizen  of  the  State 
that  had  ceased  hostilities  was  in  no  better  or  worse  position 
in  this  regard  than  the  citizen  of  the  State  where  hostilities 
were  active.  The  limitation  was  not  partial  in  its  character, 
but  operated  on  all  persons  alike  who  are  affected  by  it;  was 
dependent  on  the  solution  of  a  great  problem,  and  an  inter- 
pretation of  it  which  would  prescribe  one  rule  for  the  people 
of  one  State,  and  a  different  rule  for  those  living  in  another 
State,  cannot  be  allowed  to  prevail. 

The  point,  therefore,  for  determination  is,  when,  in  the 
sense  of  this  law,  was  the  rebellion  entirely  suppressed.  And 
in  this  connection  it  is  proper  to  say,  that  the  purposes  of 
this  suit  do  not  require  us  to  discuss  the  question — ^which 
may  have  an  important  bearing  on  other  cases — whether 
the  rebellion  can  be  considered  as  suppressed  for  one  pur- 
pose and  not  for  another,  nor  any  of  the  kindred  questions 
arising  out  of  it,  and  we  therefore  express  no  opinion  on  the 
subject 

The  inquiry  with  which  we  have  to  deal  concerns  its  sup- 
pression only  in  its  relation  to  those  persons  who  are  within 
the  protection  of  this  law.  It  is  argued,  as  the  rebellion  was 
in  point  of  fact  suppressed  when  the  last  Confederate  general 
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surrendered  to  the  IN'ational  authority,  that  the  limitation 
begap  to  run  from  that  date.  If  this  were  so,  there  is  an 
end  to  the  controversy;  but  did  Congress  mean,  when  it 
passed  the  statute  in  question,  that  the  Union  men  of  the 
South,  whose  interests  are  especially  cared  for  by  it,  should, 
without  any  action  by  Congress  or  the  Executive  on  the  sub- 
ject, take  notice  of  the  day  that  armed  hostilities  ceased  be- 
tween the  contending  parties,  and  if  they  did  not  present 
their  claims  within  two  years  of  that  time,  be  forever  barred 
of  their  recovery?  The  inherent  difficulty  of  determining 
such  a  matter,  renders  it  certain  that  Congress  did  not  in- 
tend to  impose  on  this  class  of  persons  the  necessity  of  de- 
ciding it  for  themselves.  In  a  foreign  war,  a  treaty  of  peace 
would  be  the  evidence  of  the  time  when  it  closed,  but  in  a 
domestic  war,  like  the  late  one,  some  public  proclamation 
or  legislation  would  seem  to  be  required  to  inform  those 
whose  private  rights  were  affecjted  by  it,  of  the  time  when  it 
terminated,  and  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  Congress  did  not 
intend  that  the  limitation  in  this  act  should  begin  to  run 
until  this  wad  done.  There  are  various  acts  of  Congress 
and  proclamations  of  the  President  bearing  on  the  subject, 
but  in  the  view  we  take  of  this  case,  it  is  only  necessary  to 
notice  the  proclamation  of  the  President,  of  August  20th, 
1866,  and  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  2d  of  March,  1867. 

On  the  20th  day  of  August,  1866,  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  after  reciting  certain  proclamations  and  acts 
of  Congress  concerning  the  rebellion,  and  his  proclamation 
of  2d  of  April,  1866,  that  armed  resistance  had  ceased  every- 
where except  in  the  State  of  Texas,  did  proclaim  that  it  had 
ceased  there  also,  and  that  the  whole  insurrection  was  at  an 
end,  and  that  peace,  order,  and  tranquillity  existed  through- 
out the  whole  of  the  United  States  of  America.  This  is  the 
first  official  declaration  that  we  have,  on  the  part  of  the  Ex- 
ecutive, that  the  rebellion  was  wholly  suppressed,  and  we 
have  shown,  in  a  previous  part  of  this  opinion,  that  the  limi- 
tation, in  its  effects  on  the  persons  whose  rights  we  are  con- 
sidering, did  not  begin  to  run  until  the  rebellion  was  sup- 
pressed throughout  the  whole  country.     But  we  are  not 


Dec.  1869.]       United  States  v.  Anderson.  71 

opinion  of  the  court. 

without  the  action  of  the  legislative  department  of  the  gov- 
ernment, on  this  subject.  On  the  20th  day  of  Jane,  1864| 
Congress  fixed  the  pay  of  non-commissioned  officers  and 
privates,  and  declared  that  it  should  continue  during  the 
rebellion ;  and  on  the  2d  day  of  March  1867,  it  continued 
this  act  in  force  for  three  years  from  and  after  the  close  of 
the  rebellion,  as  announced  by  the  proclamation  of  the  Presi- 
dent. 

Congress,  then,  having  adopted  the  20th  day  of  August, 
1866,  in  conformity  with  the  announcement  of  the  President, 
as  the  day  the  rebellion  closed,  for  the  purpose  of  regulating 
the  pay  of  non-commissioned  officers  and  privates,  can  it  be 
supposed  that  it  intended  to  lay  down  a  harsher  rule  for  the 
guidance  of  the  claimants  under  the  Captured  and  Abandoned 
Property  Aot,  than  it  thought  proper  to  apply  to  another  class 
of  persons  whose  interests  it  equally  desired  to  protect  In 
order  to  reach  this  conclusion,  it  is  necessary  to  ascribe  to 
Congress  a  policy  regarding  the  statute  under  which  this 
claim  is  preferred  foreign  to  the  views  we  have  expressed 
concerning  it.  Besides,  it  would  require  us  to  construe  two 
acts  differently,  although  relating  to  the  same  general  subject, 
in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  that  such  was  the  intention  of 
the  legislature.  K  we  are  right  as  to  the  motive  which 
prompted  Congress  to  pass  the  law  in  question,  and  the  ob- 
ject to  be  accomplished  by  it,  it  is  clear  the  point  of  time 
should  be  construed  most  favorably  to  the  person  who  ad- 
hered to  the  National  Union,  and  who  has  proved  the  gov- 
ernment took  his  property,  and  has  the  money  arising  from 
its  sale  in  the  treasury. 

As  Congress,  in  its  legislation  for  the  army,  has  deter- 
mined that  the  rebellion  closed  on  the  20th  day  of  August, 
1866,  there  is  no  reason  why  its  declaration  on  this  subject 
should  not  be  received  ists  settling  the  question  wherever 
private  rights  are  affected  by  it  That  day  will,  therefore, 
be  accepted  as  the  day  when  the  rebellion  was  suppressed, 
as  respects  the  rights  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  Captured 
and  Abandoned  Property  Act. 

The  point  taken  that  the  court  below  was  not  authorized 
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to  render  judgment  for  a  specific  sam,  bat  only  to  determine 
whether  the  claimant  was  entitled  to  receive  the  proceeds 
of  hia  property,  leaving  it  tor  an  officer  of  the  treasury  to  fix 
the  amount,  cannot  be  sustained.  To  sustain  this  position, 
would  require  us  to  hold  that  for  this  class  of  cases  Congress 
intended  to  constitute  the  Court  of  Claims  a  mere  commis- 
sion. This  court  will  not  attribute  to  Congress  a  purpose 
that  would  lead  to  such  a  result,  in  the  absence  of  an  express 
declaration  to  that  effect. 

It  is  proper  to  say,  in  conclusion,  that  the  case  of  McKee 
V.  United  States/^  cited  as  an  authority  against  the  claimant's 
right  to  recover,  has  no  application  whatever  to  this  case. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


KOTE. 

Boon  after  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  case  which  pre- 
cedes, was  decided  also  another  case  under  the  same  acts  of 
Congress,  but  presenting  a  state  of  facts  distinguishing  it 
from  that  case.    It  was  the  case  of 

United  States  v.  Grossmayer. 

1.  Intercourse  daring  war  with  an  enemy  is  nnlawAil  to  parties  standing  in 

the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  as  much  as  to  those  who  do  not 

2.  Conceding  that  a  creditor  may  have  an  agent  in  an  enemy's  country  to 

whom  his  debtor  there  may  pay  a  debt  contracted  before  the  war,  yet 
the  agent  must  be  one  who  was  appointed  before  the  war.  He  cannot 
be  one  appointed  during  it. 
8.  A  transaction  originaUy  unlawful — such  as  a  person's  unlawful  trading 
in  behalf  of  another  with  an  enemy^annot  be  made  lawful  by  any 
ratification. 

This  case,  like  the  one  immediately  preceding,  was  an  appeal 
from  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  was  thus : 

Ellas  Einstein,  a  resident  of  Macon,  Georgia,  was  indebted, 
when  the  late  rebellion  broke  out,  to  Grossmayer,  a  resident  of 

•  8  Wallace,  16S. 
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New  York,  for  goods  sold  and  money  lent,  and  while  the  war 
was  in  progress  a  correspondence  on  the  subject  was  maintained 
through  the  medium  of  a  third  person,  who  passed  back  and 
forth  several  times  between  Macon  and  New  York.  The  com- 
munication between  the  parties  resulted  in  Grossmayer  request- 
ing  Einstein  to  remit  the  amount  due  him  in  money  or  sterling 
exchange,  or,  if  that  were  not  possible,  to  invest  the  sum  in 
cotton  and  hold  it  for  him  until  the  close  of  the  war. 

In  pursuance  of  this  direction — and,  as  it  is  supposed,  because 
money  or  sterling  exchange  could  not  be  transmitted — ^Einstein 
purchased  cotton  for  Grossmayer,  and  informed  him  of  it;  Gross- 
mayer expressing  himself  satisfied  with  the  arrangement  The  cot- 
ton was  afterwards  shipped  as  Grossmayer's  to  one  Abraham 
Einstein,  at  Savannah,  who  stored  it  there  in  his  own  name,  in 
order  to  prevent  its  seizure  by  the  rebel  authorities.  It  re- 
mained in  store  in  this  manner  until  the  capture  of  Savannah, 
in  December,  1864,  by  the  armies  of  the  United  States,  when  it 
was  reported  to  our  military  forces  as  Grossmayer's  cotton,  and 
taken  by  them  and  sent  to  New  York  and  sold. 

Grossmayer  now  preferred  a  claim  in  the  Court  of  Claims  for 
the  residue  of  the  proceeds,  asserting  that  he  was  within  the 
protection  of  the  Captured  and  Abandoned  Property  Act. 

That  court  considering  that  the  purchase  by  Eiias  Einstein 
for  Grossmayer  was  not  a  violation  of  the  war  intercourse  acts 
set  forth  in  the  preceding  case,  decided  that  he  was  so,  and 
gave  judgment  in  his  favor.    The  United  States  appealed. 

Mr.  George  Taylor,  for  Grossmayer ,  and  in  support  of  t?^  judg- 
ment below : 

The  cotton,  the  proceeds  of  which  are  in  question,  was  pur- 
chased during  the  rebellion,  by  an  agent  of  the  claimants,  residing 
within  the  Confederacy,  and  therefore  was  not  a  violation  of  the 
Non-intercourse  Act;  it  being  a  settled  principle  of  public  law 
that  a  citizen  of  a  country  at  war  with  another  may  haVe  an 
agent  in  the  enemy's  country,  and  may  enforce  the  contracts  or 
accept  the  beneficial  acts  of  his  agent  after  peace;  and,  in  this 
respect)  he  may  do  by  an  agent  what  he  could  not  do  himself  "*" 

*  Potts  V,  Bell,  8  Term,  648 ;  DenniBton  v.  Imbrie,  8  Washington  Circuit 
Court,  896;  Paul  v.  Christie,  4  Harris  &  McHenry,  161 ;  Buchanan  v.  Curry, 
19  Johnson,  187 ;  Ward  v.  Smith,  7  Wallace,  462. 
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Even  if  the  messages  from  Grossmayer  to  bis  agent  were  ille- 
gal, and  no  authority  were  given  to  the  agent,  yet  the  agent 
had  a  right,  voluntarily  on  his  own  motion,  to  purchase  and  ap- 
propriate this  property  to  his  creditor,  and  by  the  appropriation 
of  it,  and  the  shipment  of  it  to  Savannah  for  storage  for  him, 
the  title  passed,  subject  only  to  the  ratification  of  Grossmayer.* 

The  case  shows  that  the  purchase  was  ratified  by  Grossmayer. 
Claiming  the  cotton,  and  instituting  suit  for  it,  is  itself  a  ratifi- 
cation. This  ratification  reverts  back,  and  is  equivalent  to  a 
previous  permission  or  command. 

Mr.  Hoar,  Attomey^General,  and  Mr.  JZ.  8.  HdU,  gpecial  amMd 
for  the  United  States,  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  DAYIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Grossmayer  insists  that  he  is  within  the  protection  of  the  Cap- 
tured and  Abandoned  Property  Act,  but  it  is  hard  to  see  on  what 
ground  he  can  base  this  claim  for  protection.  It  was  natural 
that  Grossmayer  should  desire  to  be  paid,  and  creditable  to  Ein- 
stein to  wish  to  discharge  his  obligation  to  him,  but  the  same 
thing  can  be  said  of  very  many  persons  who  were  similarly 
situated  during  the  war,  and  if  all  persons  in  this  condition  had 
been  allowed  to  do  what  was  done  in  this  case,  it  is  easy  to  see 
that  it  would  have  produced  great  embarrassment  and  ob- 
structed very  materially  the  operations  of  the  army.  It  has 
been  found  necessary,  as  soon  as  war  is  commenced,  that  busi- 
ness intercourse  should  cease  between  the  citizens  of  the  re- 
spective parties  engaged  in  it,  and  this  necessity  is  so  great  that 
all  writers  on  public  law  agree  that  it  is  unlawful,  without  any 
express  declaration  of  the  sovereign  on  the  subject. 

But  Congress  did  not  wish  to  leave  any  one  in  ignorance  of 
the  eflfect  of  war  in  this  regard,  for  as  early  as  the  iSth  of  June, 
1861,  it  passed  a  Non-intercourse  Act,*which  prohibited  all  com- 
mercial intercourse  between  the  States  in  insurrection  and  the 
rest  of  the  United  States.  It  is  true  the  President  could  allow 
a  restrictec^  trade,  if  he  thought  proper;  but  in  so  far  as  he  did 

*  Ogle  V.  Atkinson,  6  Taunton,  769 ;  Mitchel  v.  Ede,  11  Adolphus  &  Ellis, 
88S;  Fowler  v.  Down,  1  Boeanquet  A  Puller,  47 ;  Wilkes  v.  Ferris,  6  John- 
son, 885 ;  Colt  V.  Houston,  8  Johnson's  Cases,  248,  and  remarks  upon  it  in 
19  Wendell,  517. 
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allow  it,  it  had  to  be  coDducted  accordiDg  to  regulatioDs  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

There  is  no  pretence,  however,  that  this  particular  transac- 
tion was  authorized  by  any  one  connected  with  the  Treasury 
Department,  and  it  was,  therefore,  not  only  inconsistent  with 
the  duties  growing  out  of  a  state  of  war,  but  in  open  violation 
of  a  statute  on  the  subject.  A  prohibition  of  all  intercourse  with 
an  enemy  during  the  war  affects  debtors  and  creditors  on  either 
side,  equally  with  those  who  do  not  bear  that  relation  to  each 
other.  We  are  not  disposed  to  deny  the  doctrine  that  a  resi- 
dent in  the  territory  of  one  of  the  belligerents  may  have,  in  time 
of  war,  an  agent  residing  in  the  territory  of  the  other,  to  whom 
his  debtor  could  pay  bis  debt  in  money,  or  deliver  to  him  prop- 
erty in  discharge  of  it,  but  in  such  a  case  the  agency  must  have 
been  created  before  the  war  began,  for  there  is  no  power  to  ap- 
point an  agent  for  any  purpose  after  hostilities  have  actually 
commenced,  and  to  this  eflfect  are  all  the  authorities.  The  rea- 
son why  this  cannot  be  done  is  obvious,  for  while  the  war  lasts 
nothing  which  depends  on  commercial  intercourse  is  permitted. 
In  this  case,  if  Einstein  is  to  bo  considered  as  the  agent  of  Gross- 
mayer  to  buy  the  cotton,  the  act  appointing  him  was  illegal, 
because  it  was  done  by  means  of  a  direct  communication  through 
a  messenger  who  was  in  some  manner  not  stated  in  the  record 
able  to  pass,  during  the  war,  between  Macon  and  New  York. 
It  was  not  necessary  to  make  the  act  unlawful  that  Grossmayer 
should  have  communicated  personally  with  Einstein.  The  busi- 
ness intercourse  through  a  middle  man,  which  resulted  in  estab- 
lishing the  agency,  is  equally  within  the  condemnation  of  the  law. 

Besides,  if,  as  is  conceded,  Grossmayer  was  prohibited  from 
trading  directly  with  the  enemy,  how  can  the  purchase  in  ques- 
tion be  treated  as  lawful  when  it  was  made  for  him  by  an  agent 
appointed  after  his  own  disability  to  deal  at  all  with  the  insur- 
gents was  created? 

It  is  argued  that  the  purchase  by  Einstein  was  ratified  by 
Grossmayer,  and  that  being  so  the  case  is  relieved  of  difficulty; 
bat  this  is  a  mistaken  view  of  the  principle  of  ratification,  for  a 
transaction  originally  unlawful  cannot  be  made  any  better  by 
being  ratified. 

In  any  aspect  of  this  case,  whether  the  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor  continued,  or  was  changed  to  that  of  principal  and 
agent,  the  claimant  cannot  recover. 
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As  he  was  prohibited  duriog  the  war  from  having  any  deal- 
ings with  Einstein,  it  follows  that  nothing  which  both  or  either 
of  them  did  in  this  case  could  have  the  effect  to  vest  in  him  the 
title  to  the  cotton  in  qoestion. 

Not  being  the  owner  of  the  property  ho  has  no  claim  against 
the  United  States. 

The  jadgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims  is  revebbsd,  and  the 
cause  is  remanded  to  that  court  with  directions  to  enter  an 
order 

DlSMISBINQ  THB  PBTITION. 


Smith  v.  Morsb. 

1.  Where  the  covenant  in  a  submission  to  arbitration,  aftet  referring  certain 

claims  to  the  decision  of  arbitrators,  and  an  umpire,  if  necessary,  adds 
the  words,  *'as  provided  in  articles  of  submission  this  day  executed," 
and  no  such  articles,  in  fact,  ever  had  any  existence,  the  declaration  in 
an  action  for  breach  of  the  covenant  need  not  refer  to  any  such  articles. 
Proof  that  no  such  articles  ever  had  any  existence  will  answer  any  ob- 
jection of  a  variance  between  the  covenant  stated  in  the  declaration  and 
the  covenant  contained  in  the  submission. 

2.  Where  the  agreement  in  a  submission  to  arbitration  provides  that  certain 

claims  shall  "  be  referred  to  the  final  decision  and  arbitration  *'  of  par- 
ties designated,  "  and  an  umpire,  if  needful,*'  the  arbitrators  are  author- 
ized, in  case  of  their  disagreement,  to  appoint  an  umpire.  It  will  be 
presumed  that  the  parties  intend  that  the  usual  mode  shall  be  followed 
in  the  appointment,  in  the  abs<ince  of  any  different  designation ;  and 
the  usual  mode  is  by  the  act  of  the  arbitrators  themselves. 

8.  An  agreement  to  submit  matters  to  arbitrators,  and  to  an  umpire,  if 
needful,  carries  with  it  the  further  agreement  to  abide  the  award  which 
they  may  render,  or,  in  case  of  their  disagreement,  which  he  may  render. 
The  law  implies  an  agreement  to  abide  the  result  of  an  arbitration  from 
the  fact  of  submission. 

4.  Where  an  agreement  providing  for  the  settlement  of  certain  claims,  and 
the  submission  of  other  claims  to  arbitration  is  signed  by  an  agent  for 
his  principal  in  the  name  of  the  latter,  and  the  latfcer  accepts  the  settle- 
ment and  brings  an  action  upon  the  covenant  contained  in  the  submis- 
sion, he  thereby  adopts  and  ratifies  the  acts  of  the  agent 

6.  Where  an  instrument,  executed  by  an  agent,  shows  on  its  face  the  names 
of  the  contracting  parties,  the  agent  may  sign  his  own  name  first  and 
add  to  it,  *' agent  for  his  principal,"  or  he  may  sign  the  name  of  his 
principal  first,  and  add,  by  himself  as  agent.  Either  form  may  bo  fol- 
lowed; all  that  is  required  in  such  case  is  that  the  contract  shall  purport 
on  its  face  to  be  the  contract  of  the  principal. 
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6.  Where  an  instrument  provides  for  the  settlement  of  certain  claims  be- 
tween certain  parties,  and  tbe  submission  of  other  claims  between  other 
parties,  the  latter  parties  should  only  be  named  in  actions  upon  the 
covenant  of  submission,  although  the  instrument  be  signed  by  all  the 
parties  named  therein. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York.    The  case  being  this : 

Litigation  had  been  subsisting  between  S.  B.  F.  Morse 
and  the  executors  of  Alfred  Vail,  against  F.  O.  I.  Smith, 
arising  out  of  certain  agreements  concerning  Morse's  tele- 
graph; all  suits  and  causes  of  action,  however,  between  the 
parties,  and  also,  all  causes  of  action,  of  which  it  was  alleged 
there  were  some,  between  Amos  Kendall  (who  stood  in  cer- 
tain relation  to  Morse  and  the  executors)  and  this  same  F.  0. 
I.  Smith,  had  been  amicably  adjusted  and  settled,  with  two 
exceptions : 

1st.  A  claim  for  stock  and  dividends  in  the  Washington 
and  New  Orleans  Telegraph  Company,  on  the  part  of  Smith 
against  Morse,  and  the  executors  of  Vail,  and  also,  a  like 
claim  on  the  part  of  Morse  and  executors  against  Smith. 

2d.  A  claim  of  Smith  against  Morse  for  moneys  received 
for  the  invention  of  the  telegraph  from  sources  out  of  the 
United  States. 

The  former  of  these,  by  an  instrument  under  seal,  con- 
taining covenants  of  settlement  of  various  disputes,  in  which 
£endall  was  personally  interested,  and  reciting  that  Kendall 
was  the  agent  of  Morse  and  of  the  executors  of  Yail,  and  as 
such  agent  had  made^settlement  between  them  of  the  other 
disputes,  it  was  agreed  should  ^'  be  referred  to  the  final  de- 
cision and  arbitration  of  T.  R.  Walker  and  W.  H.  O.  Alden, 
and  an  umpire,  if  needful,  as  provided  in  articles  this  day  ex- 
ecuUdJ^  The  covenant  of  submission  was  exclusively  be- 
tween Morse  and  the  executors  on  one  side,  and  Smith  on 
the  other,  the  parties  to  the  suit,  in  which  Kendall  had  no 
personal  interest,  and  concluded  thus,  it  being  properly  wit- 
nessed : 

'*  In  testimony  of  all  which,  said  [parties]  have  hereunto  signed 
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their  names  and  affixed  their  respective  seals  at  the  city  of  New 
York,  on  this  8th  day  of  October,  A.D.  1859,  in  duplicate. 

"P.  O.  I.  Smith,      [seal,] 
"Amos  Kendall,      [seal.] 

**  For  himself,  and  ss  agent  for  8.  F.  B.  Morse, 
and  the  exeoators  of  Alfred  Vail,  deeeased.*' 

On  the  back  of  the  sabmission  a  memorandum  was  made 
about  two  months  after  the  submission  itself,  thus : 

"  We,  the  within-named  parties,  hereby  agree  and  bind  oar- 
selves  to  abide  and  perform  the  award  of  the  withift'-nained  arbi- 
trators, without  exception  to  or  appeal  from  tJieir  decision. 

"F.  O.  I.  Smith, 
''Amos  Kendall, 

**  For  himself  and  as  agent  for  8.  F.  B.  Morse, 
and  the  executors  of  Alfred  Vail. 
"Nbw  Tobk,  December  13th,  1859." 

The  case  was  heard  before  the  arbitrators,  who  disagreed, 
and  appointed  one  Mann  as  umpire.  The  case  was  again 
hfeard  before  him,  all  parties  appearing  with  their  proofs — 
Kendall  appearing  throughout,  without  objection  from  Smith, 
as  agent  of  Morse  and  Yail's  executors-^and  he  made  his 
award  in  favor  of  Morse  and  the  executors,  of  certain  amounts, 
payable  in  stock  and  in  money.  These  Smith  refused  to  pay. 
Thereupon  Morse  and  the  executors  brought  suit  in  the 
court  below  against  Smith,  for  an  alleged  breach  to  perform 
the  award.  The  declaration  counted  on  the  submission  al- 
ready set  forth,  but  omitted  the  words  above  given  in  italics 
"  as  provided  in  articles  this  day  executed J^  And  on  that  sub- 
mission being  offered  in  evidence  its  introduction  was  ob- 
jected to  on  the  ground  of  variance.  The  articles  were  not 
produced  at  the  trial,  nor  before  the  arbitrators  or  umpire, 
and,  in  truth,  had  no  existence.  The  facts,  as  appeared  from 
the  proofs,  were,  that  the  parties  through  their  friends  had 
informally  agreed  on  the  terms  of  the  submission  which  were 
incorporated  in  the  formal  submission  under  seal,  and  that 
the  draftsman,  who  as  shown  by  the  way  in  which  he  had 
drawn  his  instrument,  was  not  an  accomplished  clerk,  had 
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probably  in  his  mind  this  informal  previous  arrangement  in 
the  reference  made  by  him.  Both  parties,  at  all  events,  ap- 
peared before  the  arbitrators  and  umpire,  and  no  notice  was 
taken  of  this  part  of  the  submission,  and  no  objection  made 
on  account  of  the  non-production  of  the  articles,  all  parties 
assuming  that  the  submission  under  seal  contained  the  whole 
of  the  terms  agreed  upon.  The  court  below  admitted  the 
submission  in  evidence. 

Another  objection  was  that  there  was  no  authority  to  ap- 
point an  umpire.  On  this  point  some  correspondence  be- 
tween one  Cooper,  and  Kendall,  and  Smith,  was  ofiered  in 
evidence,  containing  a  proposition  to  submit  a  claim  of  Smith 
to  arbitrators,  in  one  letter  of  which,  dated  October  5th, 
referring  to  the  submission,  the  words  "an  umpire  to  be 
appointed  if  they  do  not  agree,''  did  not  appear;  and  also 
the  memorandum  of  December  13th,  1859,  indorsed  on  the 
policy.     The  court  received  the  evidence  under  objection. 

Another  objection  was  that  the  submission  was  signed  by 
Kendall  individually,  and  that  he  was  not  made  a  party  to 
the  suit. 

And  a  final  one,  that  Kendall,  who  executed  the  submis- 
sion as  agent  for  Morse  and  the  executors  of  Vail,  had  no 
power  or  authority  as  agent,  nor  was  any  shown,  to  do  the 
act;  and  that  the  manner  in  which  his  authority,  if  he  had 
any,  was  exercised,  was  defective  in  this,  th^^t  he  did  not 
sign  the  name  of  his  principal  and  then  add  by  himself  as 
agent. 

The  court  overruled  all  the  objections,  and  verdict  and 
judgment  having  been  given  for  the  plaintiffs,  Smith  now 
brought  the  case  here. 

Mr.  JR.  H.  Huntley y  for  the  ptaintiff  in  error: 
1.  Qreenleaf,  in  his  work  on  Evidence,*  says : 

'<If  a  qualified  covenant  be  set  out  in  the  declaration  as  a 
general  covenant,  omitting  the  exception  or  limitation,  the  variance 
between  the  allegation  and  the  deed  will  be  fatal." 

*  J  69. 
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That  the  covenant  in  the  submission  did  not  contain  the 
final  agreement  of  the  parties  as  to  arbitration,  and  was  not 
intended  to  contain  such  final  agreement,  is  clear  from  the 
fact  that  the  parties  deemed  a  further  agreement  necessar}*, 
and  intended  at  once  and  on  the  same  day  to  ^'provide'' 
and  "  execute"  "articles  of  submission."  But  this  was  not 
done.  The  parol  proof  received  was  a  dangerous  and  im- 
proper sort  of  testimony. 

2.  The  appointment  of  an  umpire  was  unauthorized. 

The  Cooper  letter  of  October  6th  shows  this.  And  on  the 
18th  of  December  an  indorsement  is  made  on  the  submis- 
sion, by  which  the  parties  agree  to  abide  the  award  of  the 
within*named  arbitratorSj  the  idea  of  an  umpire  being  pal- 
pably excluded. 

8.  The  submission  was  not  signed  by  any  authorized  agent 
of  the  plaintiffs.  There  is  no  proof  that  Eendall  was  their 
agent,  or  that  they  authorized  him  to  sign  for  them,  or  to 
affix  their  seal  to  this  instrument. 

The  mode  of  signing  here  also  claims  attention.  Eendall 
first  binds  himself;  but,  as  he  is  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  that  is 
immaterial  at  present;  and  then  he  adds,  "  and  as  agent  for 
S.  F.  B.  Morse  and  the  executors  of  Alfred  Vail,  deceased." 
This  does  not  bind  Morse,  even,  much  less  "  the  executors 
of  Alfred  Vail,  deceased,"  who  are  not  even  named.* 

4.  Kendall  should  have  been  made  a  party  to  this  action. 
This  rule  is  as  old  as  the  time  of  Yelverton.  In  a  case  from 
that  authoritative  reporterf  we  find  the  law  thus  laid  down: 

<^  In  an  action  between  A.  and  B.  of  one  part;  and  C.  of  the  other 
part,  among  other  covenants  there  is  one  thus,  viz.:  It  is  agreed 
between  the  parties  that  C.  shall  enter  into  a  bond  to  B.,  to  pay 
him  £100  at  a  day;  in  an  action  for  nonperformance  A.  and  B. 
must  join." 

Mr.  C.  Tracei/y  contra. 


*  Bacon's  Abridgment,  Tit.  Leases,  I,  10;  Clarke  v.  Courtney,  6  Peters, 
819-860;  Stackpole  v.  Arnold,  11  Mass.  27. 
t  Page  177. 
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Mr.  Justice  FIELD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Several  objections  were  taken,  in  the  court  below,  to  a 
recovery  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  principal  of  which,  and  the 
only  objections  requiring  notice,  were  substantially  these: 
that  there  is  a  variance  between  the  covenant  to  submit, 
stated  in  the  declaration,  and  the  covenant  in  the  submission 
produced;  that  the  submission  contains  no  authority  to  the 
arbitrators  to  appoint  an  umpire,  and  no  agreement  to  abide 
any  award  rendered  by  him ;  that  Kendall  was  not  authorized 
to  sign  the  submission  for  the  plaintiffs,  and,  if  authorized,  the 
manner  in  which  his  authority  was  exercised  was  defective ; 
and  that  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  plaintiffs,  Kendall  having 
signed  the  submission  and  not  having  joined  in  the  action. 

1st.  The  supposed  variance  between  the  covenant  stated 
in  the  declaration  and  the  covenant  contained  in  the  sub- 
mission, arises  from  the  fact  that  the  submission,  after  refer- 
ring the  claims  mentioned  to  the  decision  of  the  arbitrators, 
and  an  umpire,  if  necessary,  adds  the  words,  ^'  as  provided 
in  articles  of  submission  this  day  executed,''  and  the  decla- 
ration makes  no  mention  of  any  such  articles.  In  truth,  no 
such  articles  ever  had  any  existence,  and  the  insertion  of  the 
words  relating  to  such  supposed  articles  probably  arose  from 
the  carelessness  or  unskilfulness  of  the  draftsman  who  pre- 
pared the  formal  submission.  Previous  to  its  preparation, 
the  parties  had  informally  agreed  upon  the  terms  of  the 
submission,  which  were  incorporated  into  the  instrument 
signed,  and  the  draftsman  no  doubt  had  this  informal  ar« 
rangement  in  his  mind  in  the  reference  made.  Be  this  a» 
it  may,  the  articles  named  having  no  existence — and  this- 
fact  was  established  by  the  proofs  in  the  case — formed  no 
part  of  the  contract  of  submission,  and  ought  not,  therefore,, 
to  have  been  stated  in  the  pleadings. 

On  the  hearing  before  the  arbitrators,  and  subsequentlj 
before  the  umpire,  no  allusion  was  made  to  any  such  articles,, 
nor  was  any  objection  taken  on  account  of  their  absence* 
The  parties  treated  the  instrument  uader  which  the  submis^ 
sion  was  made,  as  embracing  the  whole  of  the  terms  stipa-- 
lated  between  them. 

VOL.  IX.  6 
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2d.  The  agreement  in  the  submiBsion  that  the  claims  desig- 
nated should  ''be  referred  to  the  final  decision  and  arbitra- 
tion" of  parties  designated,  '^and  an  umpire,  if  needful/' 
authorized  the  arbitrators,  in  case  of  their  disagreement,  to 
appoint  an  umpire.  It  will  be  presumed  that  the  parties 
intended  that  the  usual  mode  should  be  followed  in  the  ap- 
pointment, in  the  absence  of  any  different  designation;  and 
the  usual  mode  is  by  the  act  of  the  arbitrators  themselves. 
So  the  agreement  to  submit  the  matter  to  arbitrators,  and 
to  an  umpire,  if  needful,  carried  with  it  the  further  agree- 
ment to  abide  the  award  which  they  might  render,  or,  in 
case  of  their  disagreement,  which  he  might  render.  The 
law  implies  an  agreement  to  abide  the  result  of  an  arbitra- 
tion from  the  fact  of  submission. 

M.  The  objection  from  Smith  that  Kendall  was  not  author- 
ized to  sign  the  submission  for  the  plaintiffs  comes  too  late. 
That  instrument  recites  that  Kendall  was  the  agent  of  Morse 
and  the  executors  of  Vail,  and  as  such  agent  he  makes  the 
settliBment  mentioned  therein  between  them  and  Smith,  and 
agrees  to  submit  the  disputed  claims  between  them  to  arbi- 
tration. That  instrument  Smith  signs,  and  thus  becomes  a 
party  to  the  settlement  and  submission,  and  must  have  been 
satisfied  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  authority  upon  which  Ken- 
dall acted.  And  this  is  not  all:  throughout  all  the  proceed- 
ings before  the  arbitrators  and  the  umpire,  Kendall  repre- 
sented the  plaintifi^^  and  Smith,  who  appeared  in  person  on 
the  other  side^  took  no  exception  to  his  authority.  But  if 
the  authority  had  been  originally  insufficient,  the  plaintiffs 
have  adopted  and  ratified  his  acts  by  accepting  the  settle- 
ment made  by  him  on  their  behalf,  and  by  bringing  the 
pi>esent  action  upon  the  covenant  contained  in  the  submis- 
sion. 

The  manner  in  which  Kendall  executed  his  authority  is 
not  open  to  the  criticism  of  counsel.  Where  an  instrument 
shows  on  its  face  the  names  of  the  contracting  parties,  the 
agent  may  sign  his  own  name  first,  and  add  to  it,  as  in  the 
present  case,  agent  for  hie  principal,  or  he  may  sign  the  name 
of  his  principal  first,  and  add,  by  himself  as  agent.    Either 
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form  may  be  followed;  all  that  is  required  in  sach  case  is 
that  the  contract  shall  purport  on  its  face  to  be  the  contract 
of  the  principal.* 

4th.  There  is  no  defect  of  parties  plaintiff.  Kendall  had 
DO  cause  of  action  against  Smith,  or  against  any  other  party 
to  the  submission.  He  signed  that  instrument  only  for  the 
purpose  of  settling  various  causes  of  action  in  which  he  was 
personally  interested.  The  agreement  of  submission  was 
exclusively  between  the  parties  to  the  present  action.  The 
award  followed  the  submission,  and  neither  adjudged  any- 
thing to  Kendall  or  against  him. 

In  coming  to  the  conclusion  we  have  upon  the  objections 
of  the  defendants,  we  have  not  regarded  the  memorandum 
between  the  parties,  made  on  the  18th  of  December,  1859, 
or  the  previous  correspondence  with  Cooper,  as  affecting  in 
any  respect  the  terms  or  character  of  the  submission.  Those 
documents  were  admissible  to  show  that  no  articles  of  sub- 
mission were  ever  executed,  as  mentioned  in  the  sealed  in- 
strument, that  the  defendant  recognized  the  authority  of 
Kendall,  and  that  both  Smith  and  Kendall  treated  the  sealed 
instrument  as  containing  the  whole  of  the  stipulations  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  went  to  the  hearing  before  the  arbi- 
trators and  umpire  with  that  understanding. 

JUDGMBNT  AFFIRMED. 


Unitbd  States  r.  Kbbhlbr. 

1.  The  voluntary  payment  by  an  officer  of  the  Federal  govern menti  of 

money  held  by  him  for  the  government,  to  a  creditor  of  the  United 
States,  cannot  be  set  up  by  him  or  his  sureties  as  a  defence  in  a  suit  on 
his  official  bond. 

2.  The  whole  Confederate  power  must  be  regarded  by  this  court  as  a  usurpa- 

tion of  unlawful  authority,  and  its  Congress  as  incapable  of  passing  any 
valid  laws ;  whatever  weight  may  be  given  under  some  circumstances 
to  its  acts  of  force,  on  the  ground  of  irresistible  power,  or  to  the  legisla- 
tion of  the  Staies  in  domestic  matters ;  as  to  which  the  court  decides 
nothing  now. 

*  1st  American  Leading  Cases,  605 ;  notes  to  El  well  v  Shaw. 
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8.  A  depositary  of  the  money  of  the  United  States  or  a  public  debtor,  can- 
not defend  against  a  suit  on  his  official  bond  by  proving  that  he  paid  the 
money  due  the  United  States  to  one  of  its  creditors,  under  an  order  of 
the  Confederate  authorities,  where  he  shows  no  force  or  physical  coercion 
which  compelled  obedience  to  such  order. 

4.  In  a  suit  on  an  official  bond  the  obligation  is  not  that  of  a  mere  depositary, 

but  of  a  person  who  has  made  a  contract,  which  he  must  at  his  own  peril 
perform. 

5.  The  acts  of  Congress  of  April  29th,  1864,  and  March  8d,  1865,  furnish 

the  only  exceptions  to  this  rule  which  this  court  can  act  upon. 


On  certificate  of  division  of  opinion  between  the  judges 
of  the  Circuit  Court  of  North  Carolina;  whence  the  matter 
came  in  the  form  of  a  case  agreed  on  and  stated. 

The  case  was  this :  Eeehler,  the  defendant,  had  been  ap- 
pointed postmaster  at  Salem,  in  the  State  just  named,  some 
years  before  the  rebellion  broke  out.  His  ofiicial  bond,  with 
sureties,  was  in  the  ordinary  form,  and  was  conditioned  well 
and  truly  to  execute  the  office  of  postmaster,  and  among 
other  things,  to  render  accounts  once  in  three  months,  and 
to  pay  all  balances,  and  to  keep  safely,  without  lending, 
using,  depositing  in  banks,  or  exchanging  for  other  funds, 
than  as  allowed  by  law,  all  the  public  money  at  any  time  in 
his  custody,  till  the  same  was  ordered  by  the  Postmaster- 
General  to  be  transferred  or  paid  out;  and  that  when  such 
orders  for  transfer  or  payment  were  received,  that  he  should 
faithfully  and  promptly  make  the  transfer  or  payment  as 
directed. 

Keehler  was  still  postmaster  when  the  rebellion  broke  out 
in  the  spring  of  1861,  and  had  in  his  hands  $830  of  post-office 
money  belonging  to  the  United  States.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  United  States  were  indebted  to  one  Clemmens,  a  mail 
contractor  in  that  region,  for  postal  service  in  a  sum  exceed- 
ing $800;  and  the  sum  due  to  Clemmens  by  the  United 
States  had  never  been  paid. 

In  August,  1861,  the  Congress  of  the  so-called  Confederate 
States  passed  an  act  appropriating  the  balances  which  were 
at  the  date  of  the  breaking  out  of  the  rebellion  in  the  hands 
of  the  several  postmasters  of  the  United  States,  who  resided 
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within  the  limits  of  the  States  then  in  rebellion,  to  the  pro 
rata  payment  of  claims  against  the  United  States  for  postal 
service;  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  and  in  obedience  to 
a  regular  official  order  from  the  Post-Office  Department  of 
the  so-called  Confederate  States,  directing  him  to  pay  to 
Clemmens  the  whole  sum  of  money  in  his,  the  said  Keeh- 
ler's,  bands,  received  for  the  United  States  previous  to  the 
Ist  of  June,  1861,  the  said  Eeehler,  on  the  10th  of  April, 
1862,  paid  to  Clemmens  the  $330,  and  Clemmens  gave  him 
a  receipt  for  it  in  form. 

It  was  an  admitted  part  of  the  case  that  the  post-office  at 
Salem  was,  in  1861,  a  collection  office,  and  that  Clemmens 
was  the  mail  contractor,  named  in  his  special  instructions,  to 
whom  the  postmaster  at  Salem  was  required  to  pay  over  the 
net  proceeds  of  his  office  quarterly,  upon  the  production,  by 
Clemmens,  from  time  to  time,  of  the  proper  orders  and  receipts 
from  the  Post^Office  Department  of  the  United  States;  and  an 
admitted  fact,  moreover,  that  throughout  the  year  1862,  the 
so-called  Confederate  government  had  force  sufficient  at  its 
command  to  enforce  its  orders,  and  did  enforce  the  orders 
of  said  government,  in  that  part  of  North  Carolina  in  which 
Salem  is  situated,  and  that  no  protection  was  afforded  to  the 
citizens  of  that  part  of  the  State  by  the  government  of  the 
United  States  during  that  term. 

The  rebellion  being  suppressed  the  United  States  brought 
suit  against  Keehler  and  his  sureties,  on  their  official  bond, 
already  mentioned.  The  pleas  were  conditions  performed, 
conditions  not  broken,  and  especially  that  the  balance  claimed 
by  the  United  States,  to  wit,  the  $330,  had  been  paid  over  and 
delivered  by  Eeehler  to  the  said  Clemmens,  on  the  10th  day 
of  April,  1862,  under  the  circumstances  above  stated.  Upon 
this  case,  so  agreed  on,  the  judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  were 
divided  in  opinion  on  the  question,  whether  the  law  was  for 
the  plaintiff  or  for  the  defendant 

Mr.  Hoar  J  Attomey-General,  and  Mr.  Fields  Assistant  Attor- 
ney^Genercd,  for  the  United  States  j  submitted  the  case.  No  op- 
posing  counsel. 
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Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  defence,  which  the  facts  of  the  statement  seek  to  set 
up  to  this  action,  will  be  noticed  under  three  hea^s. 

1.  He  paid  the  amount  to  one  Clemmens,  who  was  a  mail 
carrier  on  the  route  which  embraced  the  post-ofBce  of  Keehler, 
and  to  whom  Eeehler  had  been  directed  to  pay  the  money 
he  might  have  as  postmaster  upon  the  production  by  said 
Clemmens  of  proper  orders  from  the  Post*Office  Department 
It  was  admitted  that  the  government,  at  the  commencement 
of  the  rebellion,  owed  Clemmens  more  than  this  sum,  but  it 
is  not  claimed  that  he  had  any  orders  for  the  money  from 
the  Post-Office  Department  of  the  United  States. 

Can  this  voluntary  payment  to  a  creditor  of  the  United 
States  be  pleaded  to  a  suit  on  the  bond  ? 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  such  a  payment  is  no 
compliance  with  the  condition  of  the  bond.  It  is,  therefore, 
not  good  under  a  plea  of  covenants  or  conditions  performed. 
"Sot  can  it  be  used  as  an  equitable  set-ofi^  because  it  would 
produce  endless  confusion  in  the  accounts  of  the  department, 
and  lead  to  double  payments  and  serious  embarrassments  in 
its  business,  if  every  postmaster  who  had  government  money 
could  select  a  creditor  of  the  United  States  and  pay  what  he 
might  suppose  the  government  owed  him. 

2.  It  is  stated  that  the  Confederate  Congress  passed  an  act 
appropriating  balances  of  this  kind  to  the  payment  of  claims 
against  the  United  States  for  postal  service,  where  the  par- 
ties resided  within  the  limits  of  the  States  in  rebellion,  and 
that  under  this  act  an  order  was  drawn  by  the  post-ofBce 
department  of  the  Confederate  States  on  Keehler,  directing 
him  to  pay  this  money  to  Clemmens,  and  that  on  this  order 
it  was  paid. 

It  certainly  cannot  be  admitted  for  a  moment  that  a  statute 
of  the  Confederate  States,  or  the  order  of  its  postmaster- 
general,  could  have  any  legal  effect  in  making  the  payment 
to  Clemmens  valid.  The  whole  Confederate  power  must  be 
regarded  by  us  as  a  usurpation  of  unlawful  authority,  inca- 
pable of  passing  any  valid  laws,  and  certainly  incapable  of 
divesting,  by  an  act  of  its  Congress  or  an  order  of  one  of 
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its  departments,  any  right  or  property  of  the  United  States. 
Whatever  weight  may  be  given  under  some  circumstances  ^ 
to  its  acts  of  force,  on  the  ground  of  irresistible  power,  or 
whatever  effect  may  be  allowed  in  proper  cases  to  the  legis- 
lation of  the  States  while  in  insurrection-questions  which 
we  propose  to  decide  only  when  they  arise — the  acts  of  the 
Confederate  Congress  can  have  no  force,  as  law,  in  divesring 
or  transferring  rights,  or  as  authority  for  any  act  opposed  to 
the  just  authority  of  the  Federal  government  This  statute 
of  the  Confederate  Congress  and  this  draft  of  its  post-office 
department  are  not,  therefore,  a  sufficient  authority  for  the 
payment  to  Clemmens. 

8.  But  it  is  further  stated  (this  payment  being  made  on 
the  10th  April,  1862),  that  throughout  the  year  1862  the  so- 
caUed  Confederate  government  had  force  sufficient  to  enforce 
its  orders,  and  did  enforce  thetoi  in  that  part  of  North  Caro- 
lina where  defendant  resided,  and  that  no  protection  was 
afforded  to  the  citizens  of  that  part  of  the  State  by  the  United 
States  government  during  that  period. 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  statement  falls  far  short  of 
showing  the  application  of  any  physical  force  to  compel  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  money  to  Clemmens.  Nor  is  it  in  the 
least  inconsistent  with  the  fact  that  he  might  have  been  de- 
sirous and  willing  to  make  the  payment.  It  shows  no  effort 
or  endeavor  to  secure  the  funds  in  his  hands  to  the  govern- 
ment, to  which  he  owed  both  the  money  and  his  allegiance. 
Nor  does  it  prove  that  he  would  have  suffered  any  incon- 
venience, or  been  punished  by  the  Confederate  authorities, 
if  he  had  refused  to  pay  the  drafl  of  the  insurrectionary  post- 
office  department  on  him.  We  cannot  see  that  it  makes  out 
any  such  loss  of  the  money,  by  inevitable  overpowering  force, 
as  could  even  on  the  mere  principle  of  bailment  discharge  a 
bailee.  We  cannot  concede  that  a  man,  who,  as  a  citizen, 
owes  allegiance  to  the  United  States,  and  as  an  officer  of  the 
government  holds  its  money  or  property,  is  at  liberty  to 
turn  over  the  latter  to  an  insurrectionary  government,  which 
only  demands  it  by  ordinances  and  drafts  drawn  on  the 
bailee^  but  which  exercises  no  force  or  threat  of  peraonal 
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violence  to  himself  or  property  in  the  enforcement  of  its 
illegal  orders. 

But  this  court  has  decided  more  than  once  that  in  an  ac- 
tion on  the  official  bonds  of  such  officers  the  right  of  the 
government  does  not  rest  on  the  implied  contract  of  bail- 
ment, but  on  the  express  contract  found  in  the  bond,  to  pay 
over  the  funds.  And  on  this  principle  it  was  held,  in  United 
States  V.  Ftescott*  that  a  plea  which  averred  positively  that 
the  money  was  stolen  from  the  officer,  without  any  fault  or 
negligence  on  his  part,  was  no  defence.  It  would  be  diffi($ult 
to  find  a  stronger  case  for  relief  from  a  contract  to  keep 
safely  and  pay  over  the  public  money  than  this.  But  the 
court  held  that  the  contract  was  one  which  the  defendant 
had  voluntarily  undertaken,  and  which  he  must  at  his  own 
peril  perform.  This  ruling  was  repeated  in  United  States  v. 
Dashielyli  also  in  United  States\.  Morgan,X  Such  was  the  law 
as  declared  by  this  court  long  before  the  rebellion  broke  out, 
and  however  hard  it  may  be  in  some  of  its  aspects,  the  court 
has  no  option  but  to  act  on  it. 

But  Congress  seems  not  to  have  been  inattentive  to  the 
injustice  which  the  rule  might  work  in  some  cases,  and 
has,  by  the  act  of  April  29th,  1864,§  provided  for  the  relief 
of  postmasters  situated  like  defendant,  who  have  manfully 
done  their  duty.  That  act  provides  that  in  all  cases  where 
loyal  postmastere  have  been  robbed  by  Confederate  forces 
or  rebel  guerillas,  without  fault  or  neglect  of  such  post- 
master, the  Postmaster-General  may  credit  them  in  settle- 
ment with  the  amount  lost  by  the  robbery,  and  if  the  officer 
had  settled  and  paid  the  amount  before  the  law  was  passed, 
it  should  be  paid  back  to  him.  And  by  the  act  of  March 
8d,  1865,  the  relief  is  extended  to  losses  by  any  armed  force 
whatever,  either  by  robbery  or  burning.  These  statutes 
recognize  the  rule  laid  down  by  this  court,  and  provide  for 
such  exceptions  as  can  be  brought  within  their  terms.  For 
other  cases,  which  present  peculiar  claims  for  relief,  as  this 
may  do  if  it  shall  be  shown  that  the  claim  of  Clem  mens 

•  8  Howard,  578.  f  4  Wallace,  186. 

}  11  Howard,  162.  2  ^^  Stat,  at  Large,  62. 
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would  be  a  just  subsiating  demand  against  the  government 
bnt  for  this  payment,  the  parties  mast  resort  to  Congress. 
The  court  is  not  authorized  to  make  other  exceptions  than 
those  made  by  the  statutes. 

Our  answer  to  the  question  certified  to  us  by  the  Circuit 
Court  is,  that  on  the  facts  stated  the 

IJnitbd  States  is  entitled  to  a  judgment. 


Railroad  Company  v.  Fremont  County. 

The  proviso  in  the  act  of  May  16th,  1856,'to  the  State  of  Iowa,  for  aid  in  the 
construction  of  railroads,  which  excludes  from  the  grant  "  all  lands  here- 
tofore reserved  by  any  act  of  Congress,  or  in  any  manner  by  competent 
authority,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  any  object  of  internal  improve- 
ment, or  for  any  purpose  whatever,''  excludes  the  lands  granted  to  that 
State,  among  others,  by  the  act  of  September  28th,  1860,  known  as  "the 
8wamp>]and  grant.'' 

In  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa. 

Fremont  County,  Iowa,  filed  a  bill  in  one  of  the  State 
courts  of  Iowa  against  the  Burlington  and  Missouri  River 
Sailroad  Company,  to  quiet  the  title  to  twelve  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  fifty-four  acres  of  land,  or  thereabouts, 
situate  in  the  said  county,  which  the  company  claimed  as 
belonging  to  it.  Both  parties  set  up  title  under  grants  by 
acts  of  Congress:  Fremont  County,  under  what  is  known  as 
'Hhe  swamp-land  grant"  to  the  State  of  Iowa,  September 
28th,  1850  ;*  the  railroad  company,  under  a  grant  to  the  State 
for  aid  in  the  construction  of  railroads.  May  15th,  1856.t 

The  title  of  Fremont.  County,  the  complainant,  was  as  fol- 
lows: 

By  the  1st  section  of  the  act  of  September,  1850,  it  is  pro- 
vided ^^  that  to  enable  the  State  of  Arkansas  to  construct  the 
necessary  levees  and  drains  to  reclaim  tbe  swamp  and  over- 
flowed lands  therein,  the  whole  of  those  swamp  and  over- 

•  9  Stat  at  Large,  519.  f  11  lb.  9. 
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flowed  lands  made  unfit  thereby  for  cultivation,  which  shall 
remain  unsold  at  the  passage  of  this  act^  shall  be,  and  the 
same  are  hereby  granted  to  said  State." 

Section  2d  provides  ^^  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  as  soon  as  may  be  practicable  after  the 
passage  of  this  act,  to  make  out  an  accurate  list  and  plats  of 
the  lands  described  as  aforesaid,  and  transmit  the  same  to 
the  governor  of  the  State;  and,  at  the  request  of  said  gov- 
ernor, cause  a  patent  to  be  issued  to  the  State  therefor ;  and 
on  that*  patent  the  fee  simple  to  said  land  shall  vest  in  the 
said  State,  subject  to  the  disposal  of  the  legislature  thereof: 
provided,  however,  that  the  proceeds  of  said  lands,  whether 
from  sale  or  by  direct  appropriation  in  kind,  shall  be  applied 
exclusively,  as  far  as  necessary,  to  the  purpose  of  reclaiming 
said  lands  by  means  of  the  levees  and  drains  aforesaid. 

^^  Section  8d.  That  in  making  out  a  list  and  plats  of  the 
land  aforesaid  all  legal  subdivisions,  the  greater  part  of  which 
is  ^  wet  and  unfit  for  cultivation,'  shall  be  included  in  said 
list  and  plats ;  but  when  the  greater  part  of  a  subdivision  is 
not  of  that  character  the  whole  of  it  shall  be  excluded  there- 
from. 

^'  Section  4th.  That  the  provisions  of  this  act  be  extended 
to,  and  their  benefits  be  conferred  upon,  each  of  the  other 
States  of  the  Union  in  which  such  swamp  and  overflowed 
lands,  known  and  designated  as  aforesaid,  may  be  situated." 

Under  this  last  section  the  State  of  Iowa  became  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  this  act.  ,  After  its  passage  the  only  impor- 
tant steps  to  be  taken  to  perfect  the  title  in  the  State  were  the 
ascertainment  and  designation  of  the  several  subdivisions 
which  fell  within  the  description  of  swamp  lands  as  de- 
fined in  the  third  section.  This  duty  was  cast  upon  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  as  the  head  of  the  land  department. 

On  the  21st  ITovember,  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  the 
commissioner  of  the  land  office  issued  instructions  to  the 
surveyor-general  of  the  State  to  make  a  selection  of  these 
subdivisions,  and  report  the  same  to  the  department;*  and 

*  See  also  letters  December  2l8t,  1S53 ;  January  22d,  1859,  Lester's  Land 
Laws,  pp.  648,  651,  569. 
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also  to  transmit  copies  to  the  local  land  offices.  This  duty 
was  performed  in  accordance  with  the  instructions.  The 
first  list  was  returned  and  filed  in  the  general  land  office  Sep- 
tember 20th,  1854,  and  in  the  local  office  October  23d,  1854. 
The  second  and  remaining  list  was  returned  and  filed  in  the 
general  land  office  January  21st,  1857,  and  in  the  local  office 
January  23d,  1857.  These  two  lists  contain  the  whole  of  the 
lands  in  controversy.  On  the  filing  of  the  lists  in  the  local 
office  the  register  was  directed  to  make  a  note  of  the  subdi- 
visions in  his  tract-book,  and  to  withdraw  them  from  the 
market,  which  was  done  accordingly. 

In  this  connection  it  may  be  proper  to  refer  to  the  act  of 
March  2d,  1855,*  which  is  "An  act  for  the  relief  of  purchasers 
and  locators  of  swamp  and  overflowed  lands.''  It  provides, 
in  substance,  that  patents  shall  be  issued  to  purchasers  or 
locators  who  had  made  entries  of  the  public  lands  claimed  as 
swamp  lands  prior  to  the  issue  of  patents  to  the  States  under 
the  second  section  of  the  swamp-land  grant  of  1850,  and  pro- 
viding for  an  indemnity  to  the  States.  Conflicts  had  arisen 
between  these  purchasers  and  locators,  on  the  one  side,  and 
the  States  claiming  the  land  under  the  swamp-land  grants. 
As  these  lands  were  not  withdrawn  from  sale  till  the  filing 
of  the  lists  in  the  local  land  office,  they  were  supposed  to  be 
open  to  entry  or  location,  and  a  portion  of  them  had  been 
thus  appropriated.  On  the  other  hand,  the  States  claimed 
that  the  grant  to  them  by  the  act  of  Congress  was  a  grant 
m  presenii  and  vested  the  title  immediately.  Such  had  been 
the  opinion  expressed  by  the  land  commissioner,  and  also 
by  the  Attorney-General. 

The  embarrassments  of  the  land  department  growing  out 
of  this  controversy  between  the  States  and  the  settlers  were 
removed  by  this  act  of  1855,  which  confirmed  the  title  of 
the  settlers,  and  compensated  the  States  for  the  land  of 
which  they  were  deprived. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  provided  that  con^pensation 
should  be  allowed  to  the  States  only  in  respect  to  subdivisions 

•  10  Stat  at  Large,  684. 
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taken  up  by  the  settlers,  which  were  swamp  lands  within  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  1850 ;  that  is,  where 
the  greater  part  were  "  wet  and  unfit  for  cultivation.'*  And 
the  laqd  department,  therefore,  allowed  parties  to  contest  the 
claim  of  the  States,  and  to  give  evidence  before  thci  proper 
officers  that  the  subdivision  was  not  of  the  character  contem- 
plated by  the  law.  As  a  consequence,  under  this  construc- 
tion of  the  act,  controversies  increased  between  the  settlers 
and  the  States,  and,  as  stated  by  one  of  the  commissioners 
of  the  land  office,  the  contesting  applications  pending  before 
the  department  involved,  by  estimate,  three  millions  of 
acres,  and,  on  investigations  being  ordered,  papers  came 
into  the  office  by  bushels.  Pending  these  proceedings  Con- 
gress intervened  and  passed  the  act  of  March  8d,  1857.*  This 
act  is  entitled  '^  An  act  to  confirm  to  the  several  States  the 
swamp  and  overfiowed  lands  selected  under  the  act  of  Sep- 
tember 28th,  1860,  and  the  act  of  March  2d,  1849." 

The  act  contains  but  one  section,  and  it  provides  "  that 
the  selection  of  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  granted  to  the 
several  States  by  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  September 
28th,  1850,  and  the  act  of  2d  March,  1849,  heretofore  made 
and  reported  to  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land  office, 
so  far  as  the  same  shall  remain  vacant  and  unappropriated^  and  not 
interfered  with  by  an  actual  settlement  under  any  existing  laws  of 
the  United  States^  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  confirmed,  and 
shall  be  approved  and  patented  to  the  several  States,  in  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  the  act  aforesaid,  as  soon  as 
may  be  practicable,"  with  a  proviso  saving  the  act  of  March 
2d,  1855,  which  is  continued  in  force  and  extended  to  all 
entries  and  locations,  claimed  as  swamp  lands,  made  since 
its  passage.  As  we  have  already  stated,  the  selection  of  the 
swamp  and  overflowed  lands  by  the  State  of  Iowa,  under 
instructions  from  the  land  department,  involved  in  this  suit, 
was  made,  and  lists  returned  and  filed  in  the  department  Sep- 
tember 20th,  1854,  and  January  21st,  1857,  which  was  before 
the  passage  of  this  act.    And  these  are  the  selections  referred 


•  11  Stat,  at  Large,  251. 
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to,  confirmed,  and  approved,  and  for  which  patents  were  di- 
rected to  be  issaed  as  soon  as  practicable,  if  the  same  were 
vacant  and  unappropriated,  or  not  occupied  by  an  actual 
settler  under  some  law  of  Congress. 

So  far  as  respects  the  title  of  the  complainant,  Fremont 
County. 

The  title  of  the  railroad  company,  which,  as  already  stated, 
was  under  the  act  of  May  15th,  1856,  was  thus.  That  act  pro- 
vides '*  that  there  be  and  is  hereby  granted  to  the  State  of 
Iowa,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the  construction  of  rail- 
roads from  Burlington,  on  the  Mississippi  River,  to  a  point 
on  the  Missouri  Biver  near  the  mouth  of  the  Platte  Eiver  " 
(naming  also  several  other  lines  of  railroads),  ^'  every  alter- 
nate section  of  land  designated  by  odd  numbers  for  six  sec- 
tions in  width  on  each  side  of  each  of  said  roads,''  and  then 
provides  that  when  the  lines  of  the  roads  shall  be  'definitely 
fixed,"  if  it  shall  appear  that  any  of  the  lands  within  these 
six  sections  shall  have  been  '^  sold  or  otherwise  approjyriaiedy^* 
alternate  sections  may  be  selected  of  equal  quantity  within 
fifteen  miles  of  the  road. 

To  this  grant  is  the  following  proviso : 

"  That  any  and  all  lands  heretofore  reserved  to  the  United 
States  by  any  act  of  Congress,  or  in  any  manner  by  competent 
authority  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  any  object  of  internal  i/n- 
provementj  or  for  any  other  purpose  whatsoever,  be  and  the  same 
are  hereby  reserved  to  the  United  States  from  the  operation 
of  this  act,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  found  necessary  to  locate 
the  routes  of  said  railroads  through  such  reserved  lands,  in 
which  case  the  right  of  way  only  shall  be  granted,  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  President  of  the  United  States." 

The  location  of  the  railroad  was  not  made  on  the  ground 
and  adopted  by  the  company  until  March  24th,  1857. 

The  District  Court  rendered  a  decree  declaring  the  right 
and  title  to  be  in  the  county,  and  the  claim  of  the  failroud 
company  to  be  void.  The  railroad  company  appealed  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  which,  after  hearing,  aflirmed 
the  decree  of  the  District  Court.  The  railroad  company  now 
brought  the  case  into  this  court  for  re-examination. 


94  Railroad  Com  pasty  v.  Frbmont  Countt.    [Sap.  Ct, 

Opinion  of  the  court. 

The  case  was  ivbmiUed  on  the  recordy  with  briefs  of  Messrs. 
Rohrer  OTid  Strong  for  the  plaintiff  in  error ^  and  of  Mr.  Harvey , 
contra. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON,  having  stated  the  case  in  the  way 
already  given,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  will  be  seen  from  an  examination  of  the  grant  made  to 
the  railroad  company  by  the  act  of  May  15th,  1856,  that  the 
reservations  annexed  to  it  are  very  full  and  explicit.  They 
are  first  found  in  the  enacting  clause  itself,  where  provision 
is  made  for  the  selection  of  lands  beyond  the  lines  of  the  six 
sections  on  each  side  of  the  road,  in  case  any  of  the  sections 
have  been  previously  *^sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of;"  and  then 
again  in  the  general  proviso  to  the  grant.  These  reserva- 
tions clearly  embrace  the  previous  grant  of  the  swamp  and 
overflowed  lauds  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  States  to 
redeem  them  and  fit  them  for  cultivation  by  levees  and 
drains.  At  the  time  of  the  passage  of  this  act  (May  15th, 
1856),  a  moiety  of  the  lands  in  controversy  had  been  selected 
and  reported  to  the  land  department;  and  the  authorities  of 
the  State,  under  instructions  from  that  department,  were  en- 
gaged in  the  selection  of  the  remainder.  The  lands  already 
selected  and  returned  had  been  withdrawn  from  sale,  and 
were  not  in  the  market  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act; 
and  as  soon  as  the  remaining  lists  were  returned,  which  was 
January  21st,  1857,  they  were  also  withdrawn  from  the 
market.  In  the  language  of  the  railroad  act,  the  whole  of 
the  lands  in  controversy  were  "  otherwise  appropriated,"  and 
were  "reserved"  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the  States  in 
their  objects  of  internal  improvements. 

But  there  is  still,  if  possible,  a  more  decisive  answer  to 
the  title  set  up  by  the  defendants.  Until  the  line  of  the  rail- 
road was  definitely  fixed  upon  the  ground,  there  could  be  no 
certainty  as  to  the  particular  sections  of  lands  falling  within 
the  grant;  nor  could  the  title  to  any  particular  section  on 
the  line  of  the  road  vest  in  the  company.  The  grant  was  in 
the  nature  of  a  float  until  this  line  was  permanently  fixed. 
Now,  the  proofs  show  that  the  location  of  the  road  was  not 
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made  on  the  groand  and  adopted  by  the*  company  till  the 
24th  March,  1857,  which  was  after  the  confirmatory  act  of 
that  year. 

This,  as  we  have  seen,  confirmed  all  the  selections  made 
at  the  time,  and  which  included  all  in  controversy  in  this 
6Qit,in  the  language  of  the  section,  ^^so  far  as  the  same  shall 
remain  vacant,  and  unappropriated,  and  not  interfered  with 
by  actual  settlement."  As  the  railroad  company  at  this  time, 
for  the  reasons  above  stated,  had  not  perfected  their  grant 
so  as  to  have  become  invested  with  the  title  to  any  of  the 
sections  included  in  the  lists  or  selections  of  the  swamp  lands 
on  file  in  the  land  department,  they  can  set  up  no  appro- 
priation of  any  of  these  lands  under  their  grant,  which  leaves 
them  subject  to  the  confirming  act  of  1857,  according  to  the 
very  words  of  it 

Dbcreb  affirmed. 


Note. 

About  a  fortnight  after  the  above  reported  case  was  ad- 
judged, there  was  adjudged  another  from  a  different  State, 
and  which,  as  respected  the  position  of  parties,  was  a  sort  of 
converse  to  it;  and  in  its  nature  somewhat  supplementary. 
It  is  accordingly  reported  in  immediate  sequence.  From 
its  correlative  character,  as  just  described,  the  reader  will 
readily  understand  that  he  must  be  possessed  of  the  pre- 
ceding case  in  order  to  understand  this  one.  It  was  the 
case  of 

Bailroad  Compant  v.  Smith. 

1.  The  act  of  June  10th,  1S52,  concerning  swamp  and  overflowed  lands, 

confirmed  a  present  Tested  right  to  such  lands,  though  the  subsequent 
identification  of  them  was  a  duty  imposed  upon  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 

2.  These  lands  were  excepted  from  the  subsequent  railroad  grants  to  Iowa 

and  Missouri. 
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8.  In  a  suit  to  recover  lands  which  the  plaintiff  claims  under  one  of  the  rail- 
road grantSi  it  is  competent  to  prove  by  witnesses  who  know  the  lands 
sued  for,  that  they  were  swamp  and  overflowed  within  the  meaning  of 
the  swamp-land  grant,  and  therefore  excluded  from  the  railroad  grant. 

Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Missouri. 

The  HauDibal  and  St.  Joseph  Bailroad  Company  brought 
ejectment  against  Smith,  in  one  of  the  county  courts  of  Mis- 
souri, to  recover  possession  of  certain  lands. 

The  title  of  the  railroad  company  was  deduced  from  an  act  of 
Congress,  entitled,  *'An  act  granting  the  right  of  way  to  the 
State  of  Missouri,  and  a  portion  of  the  public  lands  to  aid  in 
the  construction  of  certain  railroads  in  said  State,*'  approved 
June  10th,  1852.  This  act  granted  to  the  State  of  Alissouri,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  railroad,  every  alternate  section  of 
land  designated  by  even  numbers  on  each  side  of  the  road. 

The  legislature  of  Missouri,  in  September,  1852,  accepted  the 
grant,  and  by  statute  vested  the  land  granted  in  the  railroad 
company. 

Such  was  the  title  of  the  plaintiff. 

That  of  the  defendant.  Smith,  was  deduced  from  the  same 
"  swamp-land  grant,"  the  act  of  Congress,  namely,  which  is  set 
out  in  the  statement  of  the  last  reported  case,  approved  Septem- 
ber 28th,  1850,  by  which  Fremont  County  in  that  case  held  Us 
lands.  But  in  this  case  the  railroad  interest  was  the  actor;  not 
as  in  the  last  one  a  defending  party  merely,  with  a  swamp-land 
grantee  in  the  position  of  assailant. 

On  the  trial  below  of  the  present  cause  the  defendant  intro- 
duced evidence  against  objection  tending  to  prove  that  the  lands 
in  suit  were  wet  and  unfit  for  cultivation  at  the  date  of  the 
swamp-land  act  of  1850 ;  and  this  was  his  title.  No  evidence 
was  introduced  by  him  tending  to  show  that  the  land  in  suit 
was  ever  ce;-tified  as  swamp  land  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, or  that  the  same  was  ever  patented  as  such  to  the  State  of 
Missouri.  Nor  was  this  pretended.  In  fact  the  correspondence 
of  the  land  department  of  the  United  States  showed  that  the 
secretary  had  no  sufficient  evidence  to  enable  him  to  make  such 
certificates. 

The  court  in  which  the  suit  was  brought  gave  judgment  for 
Smith,  the  defendant,  and  the  railroad  company  appealed  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Missouri.    That  court  affirmed  the  judgment 
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of  the  court  below,  and  the  railroad  company  now  brought  the 
case  here. 

Messrs.  James  Garr  and  W,  P.  Hall^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error ; 
Mr.  Drake,  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  MILLEB  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  coui*t. 

The  grants  of  lands  by  Congress  to  the  States  in  aid  of  rail- 
roads have  generally  been  made  with  reference  to  the  lands 
through  which  the  roads  were  to  pass,  and,  as  the  line  of  the 
road  had  to  be  located  after  the  grant  was  made,  it  has  been 
usual  in  the  acts  making  the  grant,  to  describe  them  as  alternate 
sections  of  odd  numbers  within  a  certain  limit  on  each  side  of 
the  road,  when  it  should  be  located. 

This,  of  course,  left  it  to  be  determined  by  the  location  of  the 
road  what  precise  lands  were  granted.  So  far  as  this  uncer- 
tainty in  the  grant  was  concerned,  it  was  one  which  might  remain 
for  a  considerable  time,  but  which  was  capable  of  being  made 
certain,  and  teas  made  certain,  by  the  location  of  the  road.  But 
as  Congress  could  not  know  on  what  lands  these  grants  might 
ultimately  fall,  and  as  the  roads  passed  through  regions  where 
some  of  the  lands  had  been  sold,  some  had  been  granted  for  other 
purposes,  and  some  had  been  reserved  for  special  uses,  though 
the  title  remained  in  the  United  States,  these  statutes  all  con- 
tained large  exceptions  from  the  grant,  as  measured  by  the 
limits  on  each  side  of  the  road  and  as  determined  by  the  odd 
numbers  of  the  sections  granted. 

We  have  had  before  us  two  cases  growing  out  of  the  construction 
to  be  given  to  the  language  of  these  exceptions  in  the  grant  of 
May  15th,  1856,  to  the  State  of  Iowa.  The  first  of  these  was  the 
case  of  Wolcott  v.  The  Des  Moines  Company.^  The  other  is  the 
case  of  The  Railroad  Company  v.  Fremont  County^  decided  at 
this  term.f 

The  case  before  us  arises  under  a  similar  grant  to  the  State  of 
Missouri,  with  like  reservations  in  the  act,  but  it  raises  a  ques- 
tion somewhat  different  from  that  presented  by  the  other  two 
cases. 

In  the  last  of  those  cases  it  was  determined  that  a  proviso 
which  excluded  from  the  grant  "  all  lands  heretofore  reserved  by 

*  5  Wallace,  681.  f  The  case  immediately  preceding. 
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any  act  of  Congrees,  or  in  any  manner  by  competent  authority, 
for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  any  object  of  internal  improvement, 
or  for  any  other  purpose  whatever,"  excluded  the  lands  granted 
to  the  States  by  the  act  of  September  28th,  1850,  known  as  the 
swamp-land  grant.  In  that  case  the  county  of  Fremont,  claim- 
ing under  the  swamp-land  grant,  was  plaintiff,  and  the  railroad 
company,  claiming  under  the  grant  to  the  State  for  railroads, 
was  defendant,  aild  the  main  point  in  it  related  to  the  evidence 
which  might  be  necessary  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  lands 
claimed  by  plaintiff  were  swamp  and  overflowed  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  1850. 

In  the  present  case  the  position  of  the  parties  is  reversed,  the 
plaintiff  claiming  under  the  act  of  June  10th,  1852,  granting  lands 
to  the  State  of  Missouri  for  railroad  purposes,  and  the  defendant 
claiming  under  the  swamp-land  grant. 

In  the  former  case  it  was  necessarj^  for  the  plaintiff,  who  must 
succeed  on  the  strength  of  her  own  title,  to  show  satidfactory 
evidence  that  the  title  of  the  United  States  had,  under  the  swamp- 
land grant,  become  vested  in  Fremont  County.  The  opinion  of 
the  court  shows  how  this  was  successfully  done  in  that  case. 

In  the  present  action  it  was  incumbent  on  the  railroad  com- 
pany to  show  that  the  title  of  the  United  States  had  become 
vested  in  the  company  under  the  grant  for  railroad  purposes. 

It  is  admitted  that  this  has  been  done,  unless  the  land  is  of 
that  elass  reserved  from  the  grant  as  swamp  land ;  for  the  act 
under  which  plaintiff  claims  has  an  exception  in  precisely  the 
same  terms  with  the  act  for  the  benefit  of  the  Iowa  railroads. 

In  the  former  case  the  plaintiff,  claiming  under  the  swamp- 
land grant,  was  bound  to  establish  his  title  by  sucsh  evidence  as 
Congress  may  have  determined  to  be  necessary  to  make  the  title 
complete  in  the  State,  or  the  grantee  of  the  State,  to  which  the 
lands  were  supposed  to  be  granted,  otherwise  the  plaintiff  estab- 
lished no  legal  title.  In  the  present  case  it  is  not  necessary  to 
defeat  the  title  under  the  railroad  grant  to  show  that  all  the 
steps  prescribed  by  Congress  to  vest  a  complete  title  in  defend- 
ant, under  the  swamp-land  grant,  have  been  taken.  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  this  land  which  is  now  claimed  under  the 
railroad  grant,  was  reserved  out  of  that  grant,  and  this  is  done 
whenever  it  is  proved  by  appropriate  testimony  to  have  been 
awamp  and  overflowed  land,  as  described  in  the  act  of  1850. 

In  order  to  determine  the  character  of  the  testimony  which 
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will  prove  this,  it  may  be  useful  to  look  at  the  statute  which 
granted  these  swamp  lands. 

The  first  section  of  the  act,  after  declaring  the  inducements 
to  its  passage^  says  that  the  whole  of  these  swamp  and  over- 
flowed  lands,  made  thereby  unfit  for  cultivation,  and  unsold,  are 
hereby  granted  to  the  States. 

The  third  section,  for  further  description,  says  that  all  legal 
subdivisions,  the  greater  part  of  which  is  wet  %nd  unfit  for  culti- 
vation, shall  be  included  as  swamp  lands;  but  when  the  greater 
part  is  not  of  that  character  the  whole  of  it  shall  be  excluded. 

Congress  has  here  given  a  criterion,  apparently  not  difficult 
of  application,  by  which  to  determine  what  was  granted,  to  wit, 
such  legal  subdivisions  of  the  public  lands,  the  greater  part  of 
which  were  so  far  swamp  and  overflowed  as  to  be  too  wet  for 
cultivation.  Now,  here  is  a  present  grant  by  Congress  of  cer- 
tain lands  to  the  States  within  which  they  lie,  but  it  is  by  a  de- 
scription which  requires  something  more  than  a  mere  reference 
to  their  townships,  ranges,  and  sections,  to  identify  them  as 
coming  within  it.  In  this  respect  it  is  precisely  like  the  railroad 
grants,  which  only  became  certain  by  the  lociition  of  the  road. 
In  fact,  in  this  regard  the  swamp-land  grant  was  the  more  spe- 
cific, for  all  the  lands  of  that  description  were  granted,  and  they 
have  remained  so  granted  ever  since,  while  no  particular  land 
was  described  by  the  railroad  grant,  which  was  a  float,  to  be 
determined  by  the  choice  of  the  line  of  the  road  in  future.  No 
act  of  Congress  has  ever  attempted  to  take  back  this  grant  of 
the  swamp  lands,  or  to  forfeit  it,  or  to  give  it  to  any  other 
grantee,  or  modified  the  description  by  which  they  were  given 
to  the  States.  It  was  protected  by  positive  reservation  in  the 
grant  under  which  plaintiff  claims.  Now,  when  a  pitrty  claim- 
ing under  that  grant  sues  to  recover  a  particular  piece  of  land 
which  is  excepted  out  of  the  grant  by  appropriate  language,  is 
it  not  competent  to  show  by  parol  proof  that  it  was  of  the  class 
covered  by  the  first  grant  and  excepted  from  the  second,  namely, 
so  swampy,  overflowed,  and  wet,  as  that  the  major  part  of  the 
tract  was  unfit  for  cultivation  ? 

By  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  1850  it  was  made  the  duty 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  ascertain  this  fact,  and  furnish 
the  State  with  the  evidence  of  it.  Must  the  State  lose  the  land, 
though  clearly  swamp  land,  because  that  officer  has  neglected 
to  do  this  ?    The  right  of  the  State  did  not  depend  on  his  action, 


100  Kailroad  Company  v.  Smith.  [Sup.  Ct. 

Opinion  of  Cliffordi  J.,  dissenting. 

but  on  the  act  of  Congress,  and  though  the  States  might  be  em- 
barrassed in  the  assertion  of  this  right  by  the  delay  or  failure 
of  the  Secretary  to  ascertain  and  make  out  lists  of  these  lands, 
the  right  of  the  States  to  them  could  not  be  defeated  by  that 
delay.  As  that  officer  had  no  satisfactor}'^  evidence  under  his 
control  to  enable  him  to  make  out  these  lists,  as  is  abundantly 
shown  by  the  correspondence  of  the  land  department  with  the 
State  officers,  he  itiust,  if  he  had  attempted  it,  rely,  as  he  did  in 
many  cases,  on  witnesses  whose  personal  knowledge  enabled 
them  to  report  as  to  the  character  of  the  tracts  claimed  to  be 
swamp  and  overflowed.  Why  should  not  the  same  kind  of  tes- 
timony,  subjected  to  cross-examination,  be  competent,  when  the 
issue  is  made  in  a  court  of  justice,  to  show  that  they  are  swamp 
and  overflowed,  and  so  excluded  from  the  grant  under  which 
plaintiff  claims,  a  grant  which  was  also  a  gratuity? 

The  matter  to  be  shown  is  one  of  observation  and  examina- 
tion, and  whether  arising  before  the  secretary,  whose  duty  it 
was  primarily  to  decide  it,  or  before  the  court,  whose  duty 
it  became  because  the  secretary  had  failed  to  do  it,  this  was 
clearly  the  best  evidence  to  be  had,  and  was  sufficient  for  the 
purpose. 

Any  other  rule  results  in  this,  that  because  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  has  failed  to  discharge  his  duty  in  certifying  these 
lands  to  the  States,  they,  therefore,  pass  under  a  grant  fpom 
which  they  are  excepted  beyond  doubt;  and  this,  when  it  can 
be  proved  by  testimony  capable  of  producing  the  fullest  con* 
viction,  that  they  were  of  the  class  excluded  from  plaintiff's 
grant. 

The  decision  of  the  case  of  the  Railroad  Company  v,  Fremont 
County  disposes  of  all  the  errors  alleged  in  this  case  but  the  ad- 
mission of  the  verbal  testimony,  and  as  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  State  court  did  not  err  in  that,  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD,  dissenting. 

Unable  to  concur  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  this  case, 
I  think  it  proper  to  state  the  reasons  of  my  dissent. 

Congress  made  provision,  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  the 
twenty-eighth  of  September,  1850,  that  swamp  and  overflowed 
lands,  "  made  unfit  thereby  for  cultivation^**  and  which  remained 
unsold  at  the  passage  of  the  act,  should  be  granted  to  the  States 
in  which  the  same  were  situated,  to  enable  the  States  to  con- 
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Struct  the  necessary  levees  and  drains  to  reclaim  the  lands  so 
granted,  and  render  them  fit  for  cultivation.* 

Such  lands  were  a  part  of  the  public  domain,  and  of  course  it 
was  necessary,  before  the  title  could  vest  in  the  States,  that  the 
land  should  be  surveyed  and  designated,  as  lands  not  made  unfit 
thereby  for  cultivation  were  no  more  included  in  the  firat  sec- 
tion of  the  act  than  lands  sold  prior  to  its  passage. 

Taken  literally,  the  first  section,  it  is  conceded,  purports  to 
grant  the  whole  of  those  swamp  and  overflowed  lands,  made 
unfit  thereby  for  cultivation ;  but  the  second  section  makes  it 
the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  make  out  an  accurate 
list  and  plats  of  the  lands  described  as  aforesaid;  and  the  third 
section  provides  that,  in  making  out  said  list  and  plats,  when- 
ever the  greater  part  of  a  subdivision  is  wet  and  unfit  for  culti- 
vation, the  whole  of  it  shall  be  included  in  the  list  and  plats, 
which  is  a  matter  to  be  ascertained  and  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  and  which,  under  the  act  of  Congress, 
cannot  be  ascertained  and  determined  by  any  other  tribunal. 
Lands  fit  for  cultivation,  under  those  circumstances,  are  to  be 
included  in  the  list  and  plats;  but  the  corresponding  provision 
in  the  same  section  is,  that  if  the  greater  part  of  a  subdivision 
is  not  of  that  character,  that  is,  not  swamp  and  overflowed 
lands,  made  nnfit  thereby  fbr  cultivation,  then  the  whole  of  the 
subdivision  shall  be  excluded  from  the  list  and  plats. 

Special  power  is  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  make  out  an  accurate  list  and  plats  of  the  lands,  and  it  is 
quite  clear  that  a  jury  is  no  more  competent  to  ascertain  and 
determine  whether  a  particular  subdivision  should  be  included, 
or  excluded,  from  the  list  and  plats  required  to  be  tnade  under 
that  section,  than  they  would  be  to  make  the  list  and  plats 
during  the  trial  of  a  case  involving  the  question  of  title. 

Courts  and  juries  are  not  empowered  to  make  the  required 
list  and  plats,  nor  can  they  determine  what  particular  lands 
shall  be  included  in  the  list  and  plats  before  they  are  prepared 
by  the  officer  designated  by  law  to  perform  that  duty. 

Support  to  that  conclusion  is  derived  from  the  subsequent 
language  of  the  same  section,  which  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
secretary,  when  the  list  and  plats  are  prepared,  to  transmit  the 

same  to  the  governor  of  the  State,  and  to  cause  a  patent  to  be 

—  —  -  — ' 
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issued  to  the  State  for  the  lands.  Unless  the  requirements  were 
such  as  is  supposed,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  affairs  of  the 
land  department  can  he  administered,  as  the  records  and  files 
of  the  office  would  not  furnish  any  means  of  determining  whether 
a  given  parcel  of  land  belongs  to  the  State  in  which  it  is  situ- 
ated or  to  the  United  States. 

Evidently  the  title  to  the  lands  remains  in  the  United  States 
until  these  proceedings  are  completed,  as  the  same  section  which 
makes  it  the  duty  of  the  secretary,  when  the  list  and  plats  are 
prepared,  to  transmit  them  to  the  governor  and  to  cause  a  patent 
to  be  issued  therefor,  also  provides  that  when  the  patent  is  issued 
<^  the  fee  simple  to  said  lands  shall  vest  in  the  said  State,  .  .  • 
subject  to  the  disposal  of  the  legislature  therof " 

Prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent  therefor  the  fee  simple  to  the 
lands  does  not  vest  in  the  State,  and  the  lands,  prior  to  the  date 
of  the  patent,  are  not  subject  to  the  disposal  of  the  legislature. 

Strong  confirmation  that  the  construction  of  that  act  herein 
adopted  is  correct  is  also  derived  from  the  subsequent  legislation 
of  Congress  upon  the  same  subject.  Selections  of  swamp  and 
overflowed  lands  were  made  by  the  States,  in  certain  cases  under 
that  act,  before  the  required  list  and  plats  wore  made  by  the 
secretary,  and  Congress,  on  the  third  of  March,  1857,  passed  an 
amendatory  act  to  remedy  the  difficalty,  in  which  it  is  provided 
to  the  effect  that  such  selections,  if  reported  to  the  general  land 
office,  should  be  confirmed,  provided  the  lands  selected  were 
vacant  and  unappropriated,  and  the  selections  did  not  interfere 
with  actual  settlements  under  any  existing  laws  of  the  United 
States.* 

Such  a  law  was  certainly  unnecessary  if  the  construction  of 
the  original  act  adopted  in  the  opinion  just  read  is  correct,  as 
in  that  view  the  original  act  vested  a  fee  simple  title  in  the 
States  without  the  necessity  of  waiting  for  any  action  on  the 
part  of  the  land  d^p^i^uient;  and  if  so,  then  it  follows  that  the 
States  may  select  for  themselves,  and  if  their  title  is  questioned 
by  the  United  States  or  by  individuals,  they  may  claim  of  right 
that  the  matter  shall  be  determined  by  jury. 

Anticipating  that  the  decision  will  occasion  embarrassment 
to  the  land  department,  I  have  deemed  it  proper  to  state  thus 
briefly  the  reasons  of  my  dissent. 


*  11  Stat,  at  Large,  251. 
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Pelham  v.  Rose. 

1.  The  seizure  of  the  property  of  which  a  forfeiture  is  sought  bj  proceedings 

had  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  17th,  1862,  *<  to  suppress  insur- 
rection, to  punish  treason  and  rebellion,  to  seize  and  confiscate  the  prop- 
erty of  rebels,  and  for  other  purposes,"  is  the  foundation  of  the  subse- 
quent proceedings.  It  is  essential  to  give  Jurisdiction  to  the  court  to 
decree  a  forfeiture. 

2.  By  the  seizure  of  a  thing  is  meant  the  taking  of  the  thing  into  posseaslon, 

the  manner  of  which,  and  whether  actual  or  constructive,  depending 
upon  the  nature  of  the  thing  seized.  As  applied  to  subjects  capable  of 
manual  delivery  the  term  means  caption;  the  physical  taking  into 
custody. 

8.  Where  a  writ  of  monition  issued  upon  a  libel  of  information,  filed  by  the 
United  States  against  a  promissory  note,  commanded  the  marshal  "  to 
aitach  the  note,  and  to  detain  the  same  in  hi9  custody  until  the  further 
order  of  the  court  reepecHng  the  same;^*  and  the  marshal  returned  the  writ 
with  his  indorsement  thereon  that  he  had  **  arrested  the  property  vnthin 
mentioned;*'  Held,  in  an  action  against  the  marshal  for  a  false  roturD, 
1st,  that  due  and  legal  service  of  the  writ  required  the  marshal  to  take 
the  note  into  his  actual  custody  and  control ;  and  2d,  that  the  return  of 
the  marshal  signified  that  he  had  actually  taken  the  note  into  his  cus- 
tody and  under  his  control. 

4.  The  court  will  decline  to  answer  a  question  certified  to  it  by  the  Circuit 
Court  when  it  rests  upon  an  hypothesis. 

On  certificate  of  division  of  opinion  between  the  judges 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Indiana,  the  case 
being  thus : 

An  act  of  Congress,  approved  July  17th,  1862,  entitled 
'*  An  act  to  seize  and  confiscate  the  property  of  rebels/'  thus 
enacts : 

*'Sec.  6.  All  the  estate  and  property,  moneys^  stocks,  and 
credits,  of  such  person,  shall  be  liable  to  seizure  as  aforesaid; 
and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  President  to  seize  and  use  them 
as  aforesaid,  or  the  proceeds  thereof." 

<'  Sec.  7.  That  to  secure  the  condemnation  and  sale  of  any  soch 
property,  after  the  same  shall  have  been  seized^  so  that  it  may  be 
made  more  available  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  proceedings  in 
rem  shall  be  instituted  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  in  any 
District  Court  thereof,  or  in  any  Territorial  court,  or  in  the 
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United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  within 
which  the  property  above  described,  or  any  part  thereof,  may  be  founds 
or  into  which  the  same  may  be  brought,  which  proceedings  shall  con- 
form, as  nearly  as  may  be,  to  proceedings  in  ^  admiralty  and 
revenue  cases ;'  and  if  said  property  shall  be  found  to  have  be- 
longed  to  a  person  in  rebellion,  the  same  shall  be  condemned  as 
enemies'  property." 

Under  this  statute  the  attorney  of  the  United  States  for 
the  district  of  Indiana  filed  his  libel  of  information  against 
certain  "credits  and  effects"  of  one  Henry  Pelham  (the 
plaintiff),  "  that  is  to  say,  one  promissory  note  for  the  sum 
of  J7000,  dated  March  1st,  1862,  and  due  four  years  after 
date,  executed  by  Lewis  Pelham  to  him  the  said  Henry." 

A  writ  of  monition  was  issued,  directed  to  a  certain  Rose, 
the  then  marshal  of  the  district,  which,  after  referring  to  the 
libel,  ordered  him  to  attach  the  note  and  detain  the  same 
in  his  custody^  and  to  cite  all  persons  claiming  the  same,  or 
having  anything  to  say  why  it  should  not  be  condemned 
and  sold,  to  appear  on  a  day  designated  and  interpose  their 
claims. 

Rose  made  this  return : 

"In  obedience  to  the  within  warrant,  I  have  arrested  the  prop- 
erty within  mentioned,  and  have  cited  all  persons  having  or 
pretending  to  have  any  right,  title,  or  interest  therein,  as  by 
the  said  warrant  I  am  commanded  to  do." 

The  District  Court  subsequently  proceeded  to  try  and  de- 
termine the  matters  involved  in  the  libel,  and  decreed, 

1st.  That  for  failing  to  appear,  the  default  of  all  persons 
interested  in  the  note  should  be  entered. 

2d.  That  the  charges  of  the  libel  should  be  taken  as  con- 
fessed. 

8d.  That  the  note  should  be  condemned  as  forfeited  to  the 
United  States ;  and, 

4th.  That  the  clerk  should  issne  a  writ  of  venditioni  exponas 
to  the  marshal  to  sell  the  note  at  public  auction. 

This  latter  writ  was  accordingly  issued  and  delivered  to 
the  marshal,  and  was  returned  by  him  with  a  certificate  that 
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be  had  sold  the  note  at  auction  to  Lewis  Pelham,  who  was 
its  maker,  for  $3000. 

Henry  Pelham  now  brought  the  action  below  against  Rose 
and  his  sureties  for  a  false  return  to  the  writ  of  monition. 

The  declaration,  after  stating  such  of  the  facts  above- 
mentioned  as  were  pertinent,  set  forth  that  the  marshal  did 
not,  in  obedience  to  the  writ  of  monition,  attach  the  note 
therein  described,  nor  seize  the  same  by  himself  or  deputy ; 
that  the  note  was  not  even  within  sight  of  the  marshal  or  of 
any  of  his  deputies  at  any  time  between  the  delivery  of  the 
writ  to  him  for  execution  and  its  return ;  nor  was  it,  pending 
the  proceedings  by  libel,  within  the  State  of  Indiana;  but 
that  during  this  time,  and  for  a  period  long  after  the  entry 
of  the  decree  of  confiscation,  was  in  the  custody  and  posses- 
sion of  the  plaintiff  in  the  State  of  Kentucky.  Wherefore 
(the  declaration  asserted)  the  return  of  the  marshal  was 
wholly  false,  and  the  decree  of  condemnation  was  founded 
upon  a  false  return,  and  hence  an  action  had  accrued  to  the 
plaintiff  on  the  bond  of  the  marshal. 

The  defendants  demurred,  and  upon  the  argument  of  the 
demurrer  the  following  questions  arose,  upon  which  the 
judges  of  the  court  were  opposed  in  opinion : 

"  1st.  Whether,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  declaration, 
it  was  material  and  necessary  to  the  due  and  legal  service 
of  the  writ  of  monition^  therein  set  forth  by  the  marshal,  that 
he  should  have  seized  and  taken  into  his  custody  and  under 
his  control,  the  promissory  note  mentioned. 

*^  2d.  Whether  the  return  to  the  writ  of  monition,  as  set 
forth  in  the  declaration,  must  be  construed  to  mean  that  the 
marshal  had  actually  taken  into  his  custody  and  under  his 
exclusive  control,  the  promissory  note;  and, 

*<  8d.  Whether,  on  the  hypothesis  that  all  the  matters,  as 
set  forth  in  the  declaration,  were  true,  the  judgment  and  pro- 
ceedings in  the  District  Court,  as  therein  stated,  would  estop 
the  plaintiff  to  maintain  an  action  on  the  promissory  note 
against  the  maker." 

Mr.  Oobum^for  the  plaintiff  in  error j  a  brief  of  Messrs.  Mor- 
risoHy  Dye  ^  Harris  being  fled;  Mr.  MileSy  contra. 
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Mr.  Justice  FIELD,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case, 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  follows : 

The  act  of  July  17th,  1862,*  contemplates  the  seizure  of 
the  property,  the  forfeiture  of  which  is  sought  by  the  pro- 
ceedings taken  under  its  provisions.  It  says  so  in  express 
terms.  In  one  section  it  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  President 
"to  cause  the  seizure"  of  the  estate  and  property,  money, 
stocks,  and  credits  of  the  persons  designated  therein.  In 
another  section  it  declares  that  the  like  property  of  persons 
engaged  in  armed  rebellion  against  the  United  States,  or  in 
aiding  or  abetting  the  rebellion,  "  shall  be  liable  to  seizure," 
and  imposes  a  similar  duty  upon  the  President  to  seize  and 
use  it.  And  in  a  third  section  it  provides,  that  to  secure  the 
condemnation  and  sale  of  the  property,  "  after  the  same  shall 
have  be£n  seized^^  proceedings  shall  be  instituted,  in  the  name 
of  the  United  States,  in  any  District  Court  thereof,  or  in  any 
Territorial  court,  or  in  the  District  Court  for  the  District  of 
Columbia,  within  which  the  property,  or  any  part  thereof, 
may  be  found,  or,  if  movable,  may  first  be  brought;  and 
that  such  proceedings  shall  conform,  as  nearly  as  possible, 
to  proceedings  in  admiralty  or  revenue  cases. 

The  seizure  of  the  property,  as  thus  seen,  is  made  the 
foundation  of  the  subsequent  proceedings.  It  is  essential  to 
give  jurisdiction  to  the  court  to  decree  a  forfeiture.  Now, 
by  the  seizure  of  a  thing  is  meant  the  taking  of  a  thing  into 
possession,  the  manner  of  which,  and  whether  actual  or  con- 
structive, depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  thing  seized. 
As  applied  to  subjects  capable  of  manual  delivery,  the  term 
means  caption ;  the  physical  taking  into  custody. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  a  visible  thing,  capable  of  physical 
possession,  is  the  subject  of  the  libel.  It  is  the  promissory 
note  of  Pelham  which  constitutes  the  res^  against  which  the 
proceeding  is  instituted,  and  not  "  a  credit,"  or  debt,  which 
the  note  is  supposed  by  the  defendants'  counsel  to  represent. 
Whether  by  any  proceedings  under  the  act  of  July,  1862, 
the  indebtedness  of  a  maker  on  a  negotiable  promissory 

*  12  Sut.  at  Large,  690,  {{  6,  6,  and  7. 
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note,  before  its  maturity,  could  be  reached  without  the  pos- 
session of  the  note  itself,  is  not  a  question  presented  for  our 
consideration.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  object  of  the  present 
libel  is  to  reach  the  note  itself.  This  appears  at  every  stage 
of  the  proceedings;  in  the  information;  in  the  monition  to 
the  marshal;  in  his  return;  in  the  decree  of  the  court;  and 
in  the  sale  made. 

To  effect  its  seizure,  as  required  by  the  act,  it  was,  there- 
fore, necessary  for  the  marshal  to  take  the  note  into  his 
actual  custody  and  control.  And  such  was  the  purport  of 
the  command  of  the  writ  of  monition.  The  writ  describes 
the  note,  and  the  command  to  the  marshal  is,  ^^  to  attach  the 
note,  and  to  detain  the  same  in  your  custody  until  the  further 
order  of  the  court  respecting  the  same," — language  which  is 
inconsistent  with  any  service  other  than  that  made  by  physi- 
cally taking  the  note  into  his  possession  and  control.  This 
form  of  command  is  usually  adopted  in  warrants  to  the  mar- 
shal in  cases  of  municipal  seizure.  ^^On  receiving  it"  (the 
warrant),  says  Conkling  in  his  treatise,  "  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  marshal  to  arrest  the  property  seized  by  taking  it  into  his 
custody."*  The  term  arrest  is  the  technical  term  used  in 
admiralty  process  to  indicate  an  actual  seizure  of  property. 
And  the  return  of  the  marshal  to  the  writ,  that  he  has  ^^  ar- 
rested the  property  within  mentioned,"  signifies  in  apt  and 
technical  language  that  he  has  actually  taken  the  property 
into  his  custody  and  under  his  control. 

The  first  and  second  questions  certified  to  us  must,  there- 
fore, be  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

The  third  question  rests  upon  an  hypothesis,  and  we  must 
DECLINE  TO  ANSWEB  it  Until  it  has  lost  its  hypothetical  char- 
acter and  become  involved  in  actual  controversy. 


*  Fourth  edition,  p.  624. 
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1.  A  married  woman  having  rents  from  her  separate  real  estate  which  bad 

been  settled  upon  her  and  was  leased  by  her  on  long  leases,  subject  to 
her  mother's  dower,  pledged  them  to  her  tenant  by  proper  instrument, 
to  a  certain  amount  for  advances.    Some  time  afterwards,  her  mother 
being  yet  alive,  she  was  divorced  by  a  decree  which  ordered  her  to  direct 
payment  of  a  third  of  the  rents  as  they  should  become  due^  to  her  husband 
for  the  education  and  support  of  Certain  of  their  common  children,  which 
the  court  in  decreeing  the  divorce  assigned  to  him.    The  tenant  refused 
to  pay  the  husband  anything  in  any  way,  but  paid  his  own  advances, 
and  then  kept  rents  on  bund,  paying  some  to  the  wife.     After  the  di- 
vorce, and  so  after  the  husband's  rights  under  the  decree  had  attached? 
she  made  a  further  pledge  of  the  rents  to  the  tenant.   It  took  some  years 
before  the  sum  for  which  the  rents  were  pledged  before  the  divorce  was 
paid.    On  bill  by  the  husband  and  account  ordered — the  mother  being 
now  dead,  and  the  dower  third  having  fallen  in  to  the  wife — the  auditor 
held, 
i.  That  as  soon  as  the  advances  for  which  the  rents  were  first  pledged 
'  were  paid,  the  husband  was  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  wife's  full 
rights,  against  the  tenant  as  existing  at  the  time  when  the  order  in 
divorce  was  made  (that  is  to  say,  exclusive  of  the  dower  third),  till 
his  third  of  the  two  thirds,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  decree, 
was  paid ; 
ii.  That  the  tenant,  for  the  payment  of  his  demand  under  the  pledge  made 
after  the  divorce,  was  to  stand  postponed  till  this  third  of  the  hus- 
band's was  fully  paid,  and, 
ill.  That  the  wife  (to  whom,  as  already  said,  after  the  divorce  there  had 
fallen  in,  by  her  mother's  death,  the  dower  third,  a  part  not  subjected 
by  the  decree,  to  her  husband),  was  to  be  confined  to  the  enjoyment 
of  that  dower  third  till  the  husband  was  fully  paid  his  third  of  the 
original  two  thirds,  and  the  tenant  was  paid  whatever  ho  had  ad- 
vanced after  the  divorce.     Held^  that  the  report  was  right. 

2.  A  married  woman  has  the  same  power  as  a  feme  sole  to  pledge  rents  set- 

tled in  trust  for  her  to  receive,  take  and  enjoy  them  to  her  sole  and  ex- 
clusive use  and  benefit. 

3.  TV  here  a  decree  in  divorce  gives  a  husband  one-third  part  of  his  wife's 

rents,  these  being  at  the  time  of  the  decree  subject  to  a  paramount  right 
of  dower  in  her  mother,  the  third  does  not  become  in  any  way  aug- 
mented by  the  mother's  death  and  consequent  falling  in  of  her  dower's 
third. 

4.  Where  a  divorced  husband  brings  a  claim  against  a  tenant  of  his  wife 

for  a  portion  of  her  rents  allotted  to  him  by  the  decree  of  divorce,  the 
tenant,  if  he  means  to  take  advantage  of  an  alleged  nullity  of  the  de- 
cree, must  make  his  averment  of  the  nullity  in  such  form  as  that  the 
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husband  can  take  issue.  He  cannot  set  it  up  on  argument,  although  his 
averment  was  that  he  had  a  mortgage  of  the  rents,  and  *'  reserves  to 
himself  the  right  to  impeach  the  decree  if  occasion  should  offer  and  re- 
quire him  to  do  so/' 

5.  A  decree  in  divorce,  valid  and  effectual  by  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which 

it  was  obtained,  is  valid  and  effectual  in  all  other  States.  Whether  the 
finding  by  the  court  of  domicil  on  which  the  decree  is  founded  is  con- 
clusive or  only  primd  facie  sufficient  is  not  decided. 

6.  A  wife  may  acquire  a  domicil  different  from  her  husband's  whenever  it 

is  necessary  or  proper  that  she  should  have  such  a  domicil,  and  on  such 
a  domicil,  if  the  case  otherwise  allow  it,  may  institute  proceedings  for 
divorce,  though  it  be  neither  her  husband's  domicil  nor  have  been  the 
domicil  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  or  of  the  offence. 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Dietrict  of  Co- 
lombia ;  the  case  being  this : 

By  a  statute  in  force  in  Indiana  in  1857*  it  was  thus  en- 
acted : 

"  Divorces  may  be  decreed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  State 
on  petition,  filed  by  any  person  at  the  time  a  bond  fide  resident 
of  the  county  in  which  the  same  is  filed ;  of  which  6ond  ^^6  resi- 
dence the  affidavit  of  such  petition  shall  be  primA  facie  evidence. 

"  The  grounds  of  divorce  are  (among  others) : 

'^Abandonment  for  one  year. 

"  Cruel  treatment  of  either  party  by  the  other/' 

The  statute  further  declares  that,  the  court,  in  decreeing 
a  divorce^  shall  make  provision  for  the  guardianship,  cus- 
tody, support,  and  education  of  the  minor  children  of  such 
marriage. 

With  this  statute  in  force,  one  Mrs.  Annie  Jane  Cbeever, 
in  June,  1857,  she  being  then  in  Marion  County,  Indiana, 
filed  a  bill  in  the  County  Court  of  the  State  (the  proper  court, 
if  the  case  were  otherwise  one  for  its  cognizance),  praying  a 
divorce,  a  vinculo^  from  her  husband,  B.  H.  Cheever.  Mrs. 
Cbeever  had  come  to  Indiana  from  Washington  in  appar- 
ently the  February  preceding,  and  the  city  just  named  was 
the  place  where  her  parents  had  long  lived,  where  it  seemed 
that  she  was  brought  up,  and  where  in  1842  she  was  mar- 
ried; a  contemporary  document  describing  both  herself  and 

*  Act  of  May  13th,  1852. 
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her  then  intended  husband,  as  "  of  the  city  of  "Washington." 
At  the  time  of  the  application  for  divorce,  Mrs.  Cheever  was 
owner,  as  for  more  than  seventeen  years  previously  she  had 
been,  by  devise  from  her  father,  of  real  estate  in  Washing- 
ton; a  store  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue  and  two  houses  on 
Sixth  Street;  property  which  on  her  marriage  in  1842  had 
been  settled  in  trust,  that  she  should  ^'  receive,  take,  and 
enjoy  the  rents  and  profits  to  her  sole  and  exclusive  use  and 
benefit." 

There  was  little  in  the  record  to  show  exactly  what  motive 
took  Mra.  Cheever  from  Washington  to  Indiana ;  or  how  long 
exactly  she  remained  in  Indiana,  or  how  or  where,  by  dates, 
she  was  living  after  she  left  it.  But  it  was  certain  that  di- 
vorces a  vinculo  could  not,  when  she  went  to  Indiana,  nor 
until  long  after  she  was  divorced  in  that  State,  be  obtained 
by  law  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Her  petition  for  divorce — which  described  her  as  a  resi- 
dent of  Marion  County,  and,  to  which  was  annexed  an  affi- 
davit that  she  was  a  bond  fde  resident  of  the  county  at  the 
time  the  petition  was  filed  (June  16th,  1857),  and  was  so 
still — represented  that  she  had  been  married  to  Cheever; 
that  after  conduct  to  her,  harsh,  cruel,  and  severe,  he  had  in 
3  854  abandoned  her  without  any  purpose  of  returning  to  her; 
and  it  gave  the  names  and  dates  of  birth  of  four  children, 
which  it  stated  were  the  issue  of  the  marriage. 

The  husband,  by  an  answer  of  three  lines,  denied  the  alle- 
gations of  the  wife's  bill,  and  required  strict  proof;  and  on 
his  part  filed  a  cross-bill,  setting  forth  the  fact  of  her  sepa- 
rate property,  the  existence  of  the  children,  that  in  1854  a 
disagreement  arose  between  him  and  his  wife  which  was 
wholly  irreconcilable,  that  he  had  abandoned  her  with  intent 
never  to  live  with  her  again;  that  reconciliation  was  im- 
possible :  and  he,  too,  on  his  part  concluded  his  petition  with 
a  prayer  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo^  and  to  have  custody  of  the 
older  children,  and  the  profits  of  the  real  estate  to  support 
them. 

To  this  cross-bill  of  her  husband  Mrs.  Cheever  appeared 
without  procesSj  and  the  cause  being  called  for  trial,  it  uxis  by 
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consent  of  parties  svbmitied  to  the  court  without  a  jury ^  and  "  the 
court  having  heard  the  evidence,"  as  the  record  stated, /oMwd 
the  marriage,  abandonment,  and  residence  of  Mrs.  Cheever^  the 
birth  and  names  of  the  children  all  as  alleged,  and  on  the 
26th  of  August,  1867,  decreed  the  divorce  prayed  for  by 
both  parties  alike. 

How  long  Mrs.  Cheever  remained  in  Indiana  after  this 
date  was  not  quite  apparent.  It  rather  seemed  as  if  she  had 
left  it  in  the  end  of  the  following  September.  The  record  of 
the  already  described  proceeding  in  divorce,  contained  under 

the  date  of  February  24th,  1868,  this  entry : 

• 

"Kow  comes  S.  Tandes,  Esq.,  attorney  for  B.  H.  Cheever,  and 
L.  Barton,  Esq.,  attorney  for  Annie  Jane  Cheever,  and  on  their 
motion  each  of  said  parties  has  leave  to  withdraw  their  respective 
depositions  filed  in  this  court  at  the  last  term  thereof,  in  the  cause 
then  pending  for  divorce  between  said  Cheever  and  Cheever,** 

Some  time  before  December  of  the  same  year  (in  June,  as 
was  said  in  one  of  the  briefs,  without  contradiction  by  the 
other),  Mrs.  Cheever  remarried,  and  went  to  Kentucky.  Her 
second  husband  dying,  she  came  back,  apparently,  to  Wash- 
ington.    She  was  there  it  seemed  in  1862  and  1863. 

Prior  to  the  divorce  she  had  made  to  one  Wilson,  a  grocer, 
two  leases  of  five  years  each,  of  the  store  in  Washington ;  one 
of  the  leases,  made  in  1855,  ran  from  the  Ist  of  October,  in 
that  year,  till  the  1st  of  October,  1860;  and  the  other  (made 
July  16th,  1857,  forty  days  before  the  divorce),  for  a  further 
term  of  five  years,  to  commence  when  the  first  one  should 
expire. 

Besides  these  two  leases  made  before  the  divorce,  she  made 
a  third  one  in  1858,  after  it;  this  third  one  running  for  ten 
years  from  the  expiration  of  the  firet  one,  that  is  to  say,  from 
the  1st  October,  1860,  till  the  same  day  in  1870;  this  last 
lease  containing  a  stipulation,  that  if  the  premises  should 
be  destroyed  by  fire  during  the  term,  the  rent  should  cease 
until  the  premises  should  be  rebuilt  by  the  lessors. 

Wilson,  the  lessee,  already  named,  appeared  to  have  been 
on  friendly  terms  with  Mrs.  Cheever  and  her  mother,  and 
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from  time  to  time  daring  her  domestic  troubles  advanced  to 
her  money;  collected  the  rents  of  her  Sixth  Street  houses, 
paid  certain  claims  against  her,  charging  them  against  the 
rents  of  the  property  occupied  or  managed  by  him.  To  se- 
cure him  for  these  advances  made,  and  certain  others  to  be 
made,  Mrs.  Cheever,  nine  months-  before  the  divorce,  exe- 
cuted a  deed  of  trust,  in  form,  to  two  gentlemen  of  Washing- 
ton, Messrs.  Carlisle  and  Maury ;  and  Wilson  went  on  making 
advances  on  the  one  hand,  and  charging  them  against  reutd 
on  the  other,  to  the  extent,  as  was  alleged,  of  near  $5000 ; 
the  whole  of  this  sort  of  business  being  done  without  much 
formality.  A  likelihood  of  confusion  of  accounts  and  of 
contest  about  them,  if  third  parties  became  interested  to 
intervene,  was  augmented  by  the  fact  that  after  the  divorce, 
and  after  Cheever's  rights,  if  any,  under  the  Indiana  order, 
had  attached,  Mrs.  Cheever- Worcester  received  further  ad- 
vances from  Wilson,  not  secured  by  the  deed  of  trust,  and 
which  advances  it  was  agreed  by  her  that  Wilson  should 
still  charge  against  rents;  and  finally,  that  in  1862,  the  store- 
house was  destroyed  by  fire,  that  the  mother  of  Mrs.  Cheever- 
Worcester  received  the  insurance  money,  J4000,  and  that 
Wilson,  under  the  covenant  in  the  last  lease,  himself  re- 
built it. 

The  decree  of  divorce  in  Indiana,  which  allotted  the  chil- 
dren in  pursuance  of  the  statute  there,  gave  Cheever  the 
three  oldest,  and  Mrs.  Cheever  one,  the  youngest,  and  at  the 
same  time  ordered  that  "aw  the  rents  should  become  due  and 
payable^''  he  should  receive  for  the  maintenance  and  educa- 
tion of  the  children  which  he  took,  the  one  third  part  of 
those  which  would  be  coming  to  Mrs.  Cheever,  in  her  own 
right,  to  obtain  which  Mrs.  Cheever  was  ordered  to  give  to 
him  a  proper  authority  to  demand  them  of  the  tenant.  Mrs. 
Cheever  was  to  have  the  remaining  two  thirds.  The  mother 
was  still  alive,  and  her  dower  third  was  as  yet  paramount. 

Mrs.  Cheever,  soon  after  the  divorce,  executed  a  power 
with  an  assignment  to  Cheever  to  receive  the  rents,  inter- 
lining in  it  before  execution,  a  declaration  that  the  assign- 
ment was  subject  to  a  previous  incumbrance  of  about  $5000 
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to  Wilson.  Cheever,  disregarding  this  part  of  the  instru- 
ment, demanded  his  one  third  of  Mrs.  Cheever's  two  thirds, 
and  Wilson  setting  up  his  prior  right,  and  refusing  to  pay, 
Cheever  now  filed  a  bill  in  the  court  below,  against  him, 
Mrs.  Cheever  (now  called  Worcester),  and  her  new  husband, 
Worcester  himself,  setting  out  the  divorce,  order,  Ac,  and 
praying  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  Indiana  order  as 
to  the  portion  of  the  rents  allotted  to  him,  and  for  general 
relief. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Worcester  set  up  that  the  advances  had  not 
been  yet  paid  by  the  rents ;  but,  of  course,  did  not  set  up 
that  the  divorce  in  Indiana  was  void. 

Wilson  set  up  the  same  allegation  that  the  rents  had  not 
yet  repaid  him  his  advances  made  on  the  faith  of  them;  and 
while  he  made  no  averment  that  the  divorce  was  void,  he 
yet  stated  that  he  "  did  not  admit  its  validity  or  regularity, 
or  that  it  was  operative  to  aitect  his  rights,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, reserved  to  himself  the  right  to  impeach,  it  if  occasion 
should  offer  and  require  him  to  do  so."  The  matter,  inde- 
pendently of  the  question  of  validity  of  the  Indiana  di- 
vorce, which,  as  Worcester  died  some  time  after  filing  his 
answer,  it  was  possible  might  now  be  made,  was  obviously 
very  much  one  of  figures;  and  the  court,  in  June,  1863,  re- 
ferred the  matter  to  an  auditor  to  state  an  account;  the 
mother  of  Mrs.  Cheever- Worcester  having  died  in  the  April 
before,  and  her  one  third  so  falling  in  to  her  daughter. 

The  auditor,  assuming  the  validity  of  the  divorce,  and 
bringing  his  account  down  as  near  to  the  date  as  practicable 
of  his  report,  considered  that  the  order  of  payment  ought 
to  be: 

1.  Wilson's  advances  to  Mrs.  Cheever,  as  secured  by  the 
trust  deed  of  Carlisle  and  Maury. 

2.  Cheever's  one  third  of  the  rents  under  the  Indiana 
order  from  the  time  the  advances  were  so  satisfied. 

3.  So  much  of  Cheever's  one  third  of  the  rents  as  had 
been  displaced  by  the  interference  of  Wilson's  prior  claim, 
from  the  date  of  the  Indiana  order  to  the  date  of  the  pay- 
ment of  the  advances  under  the  trust  deed,  to  payment 

VOL.  iz.  8 
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of  which  one  third,  the  whole  two  thirds  of  Mrs.  Cheever- 
"Worcester^a  rents  were  to  be  devoted ;  and,  as  the  reporter 
understood  his  view — ^this  part  of  the  case  not  having  been 
argued  here — he  held*  that  Wilson  was  bound  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  subrogation  to  pay  so  much  of  Cheever's  third  bs 
had  been  thus  displaced;  the  effect  of  the  auditor's  whole 
view  being  to  throw  Wilson  on  later  rents  for  reimburse- 
ment of  advances  not  secured  by  the  trust  deed  (the  only 
•  ones  as  yet  unpaid),  and  leaving  to  Mrs.  Cheever- Worcester, 
for  a  considerable  time,  nothing  but  the  dower  one  third 
which  had  fallen  in  by  her  mother's  death. 

Acting  on  these  views  of  law,  and  subrogating  Cheever 
to  Wilson's  rights  against  Mrs.  Cheever -Worcester,  the  audi- 
tor, after  much  work  of  calculation,  presented  certain  figures 
in  result.  Both  Cheever  and  Wilson  excepted  to  the  report. 
Cheever  excepted — 

1.  To  the  position  assumed  by  the  auditor,  that  the  wife 
had  power,  under  the  marriage  settlement,  to  anticipate  and 
pledge  her  rents. 

2.  To  the  auditor's  not  bringing  in,  after  the  death  of  the 
mother,  Mrs.  Cheever- Worcester's  new  one  third,  to  help  to 
pay  him  a  one  third  of  the  whole  rents. 

3.  To  the  finding  as  to  the  state  of  the  accounts  between 
Wilson  and  Mrs.  Cheever,  as  to  the  advances. 

Wilson,  on  his  part,  objected  to  his  being  too  much  post- 
poned for  his  later  advances. 

The  court  sustained  the  defendant's  exceptions  and  dis- 
missed the  bill,  upon  the  ground  that  the  Indiana  decree  was 
wholly  void  as  to  each  of  the  subjects  of  which  it  undertook 
to  dispose;  the  divorce,  the  children,  and  the  property. 
Cheever  then  brought  the  case  here. 

In  this  court,  while  some  reference  was  made,  on  the  side 
of  Cheever,  to  the  views  of  the  auditor  as  to  the  wife's  power 
of  anticipation,  to  his  view  that  the  dower  one  third  was 
not  subject  to  the  Indiana  order;  and  to  his  figures;  and  by 


♦  Printed  transcript  of  record,  December  Term,  1869,  No.  58,  pp.  47, 
68,64. 
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Wilson  to  the  principle  of  subrogation  adopted,  the  argu- 
ment was  on  the  validity  of  the  Indiana  divorce  and?  orders. 

Mr*  BaycCyfor  the  appellanij  contended  that  the  Constitu- 
tion ordaining  that  "  full  faith  and  credit  should  be  given 
to  the  judicial  proceedings  of  every  other  State,"  the  judg- 
ment, if  conclusive,  as  undoubtedly  it  was,  in  Indiana,  was 
conclusive  everywhere  else  in  this  country.*  Jurisdiction 
having  attached,  the  judgment  was  not  open  to  inqjiiry  upon 
the  merits;  that  judgments  of  another  State  were  not  prirnd 
facie  but  conclusive  evidence  of  what  they  adjudged;  that 
while  parties  not  privies  could  show  that  the  judgment  had 
been  obtained  by  fraud,  or  that  the  court  rendering  it  had 
no  jurisdiction,  parties  privy  to  the  judgment  could  not 
do  itf 

Mr.  W.  S,  CoXy  contra^  commenting  on  the  case  ai  already 
stated,  and  upon  the  demoralizing  character  of  the  Indiana 
statute,  contended  that  the  courts  of  Indiana  had  no  right 
to  decree  a  divorce  of  any  person  but  of  bonfi  fide  domiciled 
citizens  of  that  State;  that  the  question  of  bond  fide  domicil 
was  always  one  of  fact;  that  here  it  was  palpable  that  no 
case  existed  in  fact,  and  that  the  divorce  was  a  divorce  by 
collusion  and  consent;  the  wife  having  set  up  a  domicil  in 
Indiana,  because  no  divorce  a  vinculo  could  be  got  in  Wash- 
ington, her  true  domicil ;  that  Mrs.  Cheever  could  acquire 
no  domicil  except  that  of  her  husband,  who  it  was  not  pre- 
tended was  ever  domiciled  in  Indiana ;  that  even  if  there 
had  been  jurisdiction  in  Indiana  to  aft'ect  the  person,  there 
was  none  to  affect  the  real  estate  in  Washington ;  and,  finally 
that  the  decree  was  without  parallel,  for  that  it  awarded  the 
husband  alimony  for  his  own  offence  of  desertion. 

Mr.  Justice  S WAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  material  facts  of  the  case,  as  disclosed  in  the  record, 
are  as  follows : 
On  the  6th  of  September,  1842,  Cheever,  and  the  defendant, 

*  Christmas  v,  Kussen,  6  Wallace,  802.    f  Clay  v.  Clay,  18  Texas,  204. 
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Annie,  then  Annie  J.  Hughes,  executed  a  deed  of  marriage 
settlement,  whereby  the  title  of  the  real  estate  therein  de- 
scribed, situate  in  the  city  of  Washington,  was  vested  in 
Sarah  T.  Hughes,  the  mother  of  Annie,  "in  trust,  to  permit 
her  daughter,  the  said  Annie  J.  Hughes,  to  receive,  take,  and 
enjoy  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands  and  premises  to 
her  sole  and  exclusive  use  and  benefit,"  &c.  The  property 
embraced  in  the  settlement  is  designated  in  the  proceedings 
as  "the  Avenue  property,"  and  "  the  Sixth  Street  property." 
On  the  8th  of  September,  1842,  the  parties  were  married. 
On  the  10th  of  September,  1855,  Mrs.  Cheever  and  Mrs. 
Hughes  executed  to  the  defendant,  Wilson,  a  lease  of  the 
Avenue  property  for  five  years,  from  the  1st  of  October,  1855, 
at  an  annual  rent  of  $1300,  to  be  paid  quarterly.  On  the 
26th  of  November,  1856,  they  executed  a  deed  of  trust  to 
Carlisle  and  Maury,  to  secure  certain  advances  therein  men- 
tioned, made,  and  to  be  made,  by  the  defendant  Wilson,  to 
Mrs.  Cheever. 

This  deed  refers  to  the  lease,  and  authorizes  Wilson,  after 
the  1st  of  October,  1857,  to  retain  and  apply  the  rents  to  the 
indebtedness  until  it  should  be  extinguished.  On  the  11th 
of  February,  1857,  Mrs.  Cheever  executed  to  Wilson  a  paper 
purporting  to  assign  to  him  all  the  rents  then  due  and  there- 
after accruing  until  he  should  have  received  the  sums  therein 
mentioned.  A  further  lease  was  given  by  Mrs.  Hughes  and 
Mrs.  Cheever  to  Wilson,  on  the  16th  of  July,  1857,  of  the 
Avenue  property,  for  the  term  of  five  years,  to  commence  on 
the  1st  of  October,  1860,  at  the  same  rent,  to  be  paid  in  the 
same  manner  as  was  provided  in  the  former  lease.  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Cheever  lived  together  in  Washington  until  December, 
1854,  when  they  separated.  On  the  16th  of  June,  1857,  Mrs. 
Cheever  filed  her  petition  for  a  divorce  in  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Marion  County,  Indiana.  She  described  herself  therein 
as  a  bond  fide  resident  of  that  county.  The  cause  was  re- 
moved by  an  order  for  a  change  of  venue  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Madison  County,  in  that  State.  On  the  19th  of 
August,  1857,  Cheever  appeared  and  filed  his  answer  and  a 
cross-petition.    On  the  26th  of  that  month  the  court  decreed 
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a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii^  and  thereafter,  by  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  it  was  further  decreed  that  Cbeever 
should  have  the  custody  of  the  three  elder  children,  and  that 
Mrs.  Cheever  should  have  the  custody  of  the  younger  one 
until  the  further  order  of  the  court,  and  that  for  the  support 
and  education  of  the  children  Cheever  should  receive  one 
third  of  the  rents  and  profits,  to  which  Mrs.  Cheever  was 
entitled,  accruing  from  the  property  described  in  the  deed  of 
settlement.  The  decree  declared,  '^  that  the  same  is  hereby 
decreed  to  the  said  Benjamin,  as  the  same  shall  hereafter 
become  due  and  payable,  for  the  uses  and  purposes  of  the  said 
infant  children  during  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Annie."  .  .  . 
"  And  the  said  Annie  shall  execute  to  the  said  Benjamin  a 
good  and  sufficient  power  to  receive  said  rents  and  profits 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  herein  declared,  which  shall  be 
sufficient  for  the  purpose."  On  the  27th  of  August  she  ex- 
ecuted such  an  instrument,  pursuant  to  the  decree;  but 
before  doing  so  she  added  this  sentence  to  the  draft  which 
had  been  prepared:  "This  assignment  of  rents  is  subject 
to  an  incumbrance  upon  said  rents  to  my  agent,  Jesse  B. 
Wilson,  of  about  $5000."  Her  interest  in  the  rents  at  the 
date  of  the  decree  was  two  thirds  in  possession,  and  the  re- 
maining third  expectant  upon  the  death  of  her  mother,  who 
received  that  portion  for  her  dower.  Notice  of  the  decree 
was  given  to  Wilson  within  a  very  short  time  after  it  was 
rendered.  He  did  not  recognize  the  complainant's  claim, 
and  has  never  paid  him  anything. 

Soon  after  the  divorce  was  granted  Mrs.  Cheever  married 
Louis  Worcester.  On  the  11th  of  December,  1858,  Worcester 
and  wife  gave  to  Wilson  an  instrument  whereby  they  as- 
signed to  him  all  her  rents  until  he  should  have  received  the 
sum  of  $3000.  On  the  80th  of  December,  1858,.Worcester 
and  wife  and  Mrs.  Hughes  gave  to  Wilson  an  extension  of 
•his  lease  of  the  Avenue  property  for  the  term  of  ten  years, 
from  the  Ist  of  October,  1860,  being  an  addition  of  five  years 
to  the  term  of  the  last  preceding  lease.  At  the  same  time 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Worcester  executed  to  him  a  further  assignment 
,pf  the  rents.    The  Avenue  buildings  were  destroyed  by  fire 
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in  April,  1862.  Wilson  erected  the  present  store  on  the 
property  at  a  cost  to  himself  of  upwards  of  (4000.  He  has 
continued  to  occupy  it,  and  has  paid  no  rent  since  the  fire  to 
any  one. 

Mrs.  Hughes  died  on  the  12th  of  April,  1868.  Worcester 
died  before  that  time.  On  the  22d  of  October,  1868,  Wilson 
and  Mrs.  Worcester  came  to  a  settlement  of  their  accounts. 
He  had  collected  the  rents  of  the  Sixth  Street  property  up 
to  that  time,  but  did  so  no  longer.  The  accounts  embraced 
the  rent  received  from  that  property,  as  well  as  that  from, 
the  Avenue  property,  and  extended  to  the  period  of  the  fire. 
The  result  was  that  she  was  found  to  be  indebted  to  him  in 
the  sum  of  (3290. 

The  complainant's  bill  was  filed  the  21st  of  June,  1858, 
and  seeks  a  specific  performance  of  the  Indiana  decree, 
against  Wilson,  as  to  the  portion  of  the  rents  allotted  to  the 
complainant  for  the  benefit  of  the  children.  On  the  17th  of 
June,  1863,  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that  the  auditor 
should  report  upon  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  Mrs, 
Worcester  and  Wilson.  There  was  no  finding  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  and  no  specific  difections  were  given 
in  the  order. 

The  auditor  made  a  very  elaborate  report.  Assuming  the 
Indiana  decree  to  be  valid,  his  conclusions  were  that  the 
balance  due  to  Wilson  for  his  advances  on  the  faith  of  the 
pledges  of  the  rents,  prior  to  the  divorce  or  his  having  notice, 
and  at  the  time  of  notice — which  the  auditor  found  to  be 
the  11th  of  September,  1857 — was  ^4627. 78,  including  in- 
terest, and  that  this  balance  was  extinguished  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1868,  leaving  an  overplus  of  (28.80;  that  there  was 
due  to  the  complainant  the  sum  of  (622.97,  including  in- 
terest, for. rents,  from  the  time  of  the  payment  of  Wilson's 
advances  tQ  the  1st  of  January,  1865,  the  last  quarter-day 
before  the  adjustment  by  the  auditor,  and  the  further  sum 
of  (2487.41  and  interest  for  rents,  from  the  date  of  the  de- 
cree to  the  time  the  advances  were  paid ;  that  the  amount  of 
the  rents,  accruing  from  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  ad- 
vances, to  the  1st  of  March,  1865,  from  the  Avenue  property. 
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as  well  as  the  Sixth  Street  houses,  while  the  defendaut  col- 
lected the  rents  of  the  latter,  excluding  the  third  which  fell 
in  by  the  death  of  Mrs.  Hughes,  was  1^1831.84;  that  the 
amount  due  to  the  complainant  wsis,  therefore,  $3060.38,  and 
that  the  sum  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  Wilson,  applica- 
ble thereto  in  payment,  (1831.84,  was  not  sufficient  to  pay 
complainant's  arrears  by  the  sum  of  $1295.58. 

According  to  the  report  the  claimant  is  entitled  to  a  de- 
cree against  Wilson  for  the  sum  of  $1831.84,  with  interest 
from  the  1st  of  March,  1865,  and  for  the  further  sum  of 
$1296.68  against  Mrs.  Worcester,  with  interest  from  the 
same  time.  The  sum  proposed  to  be  decreed  against  Wilson 
is  made  up  of  two  elements :  (1)  the  complainant's  share  of 
the  rents  received  by  Wilson  after  his  advances  were  paid, 
with  interest  down  to  March  1st,  1865,  being  $622.97;  and 
(2)  the  share  belonging  to  Mrs.  Worcester  of  the  rents  accru- 
ing after  the  same  period  (excluding  her  mother's  share, 
which  lapsed  by  her  mother's  death),  with  interest  computed 
also  to  the  1st  of  March,  1866,  being  $1208.87,  these  sums 
making  together  the  aggregate  of  $1831.84.  The  auditor 
held  that  Wilson  was  liable  for  the  latter  sum,  because  the 
complainant  was  entitled  to  it,  on  the  principle  of  subroga- 
tion. All  the  parties  excepted  to  the  report.  The  court 
sustained  the  defendants'  exceptions,  and  dismissed  the  bill 
upon  the  ground  that  the  Indiana  decree  was  void. 

Upon  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  the  real 
estate  therein  described  became  the  separate  property  of 
Mrs.  Worcester,  and  she  had  the  same  power  to  anticipate 
and  encumber  the  rents  as  if  she  had  been  a  feme  sole.* 

The  proportion  of  the  rents  to  which  the  complainant  was 
entitled  was  one  third  of  the  two  thirds  to  which  Mrs.  Wor- 
cester was  entitled  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  de- 

♦  Colvin  V.  Currier,  22  Barboar,  887 ;  Heatley  v,  Thomas,  16  Vesey,  Jr. 
596;  Bullpin  v.  Clarke,  17  Id.  865;  Jaques  v.  Methodist  Church,  17  John- 
son, 548 ;  North  American  Coal  Company  v,  Dyett,  7  Paige,  9 ;  Insurance 
Company  o.  Bay,  4  Comstock,  9;  Gardner  v,  Gardner,  22  Wendell,  526; 
Browning  v.  Coppage,  8  Bibb,  87, 1  Story's  £q.  2  64. 


120  Chekver  v.  Wilson.  [Sup.  Ct. 

Opinion  of  the  court. 

cree  in  Indiana.  The  decree  had  reference  to  her  rights  as 
they  existed  at  that  time.  It  was  not  affected  by  the  falling 
in  of  the  other  third,  which  her  mother  held  as  her  dower  to 
the  time  of  her  death. 

The  complainant  was  not  bound  by  the  lease  of  December, 
1858.  It  was  executed  after  the  decree  and  notice  to  Wilson. 
He  was  bound  by  the  preceding  lease  of  July,  1857,  which 
was  executed  before  the  decree.  That  lease  contained  a 
covenant  on  the  part  of  Wilson  to  repair  and  pay  rent.  It 
did  not  expire  until  October  1st,  1865. 

The  buildings  on  the  Avenue  property  destroyed  by  fire  in 
April,  1862,  were  insured  in  the  name  of  Mrs.  Hughes  for 
$4000,  and  she  received  that  amount  from  the  insurance 
company.  The  lease  of  1857  fixed  the  amount  of  the  rent, 
and  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  claim  accordingly. 

Under  the  lease  of  1858,  important  questions  may  arise 
between  Wilson,  Mrs.  Worcester,  and  the  estate  of  Mrs. 
Hughes,  but  they  do  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  complainant 
in  this  litigation,  and  we  need  not  therefore  consider  them. 

It  was  proper,  under  the  circumstances,  to  include  in  the 
accounts  the  rents  received  by  Wilson  from  the  Sixth  Street 
property.  That  property  was  embraced  in  the  deed  of  set- 
tlement and  in  the  Indiana  decree.  The  record  of  that  case 
was  filed  with  the  bill  as  an  exhibit,  and  became  a  part  of  it. 
The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  for  general  relief.  The  securities 
given  by  Mrs.  Worcester  embraced  alike  the  rents  accruing 
from  that  and  the  Avenue  property.  Wilson  had  applied  and 
credited  both.  It  would  not  be  proper  to  withdraw  and  sepa* 
rate  the  former. 

It  appears  by  the  complainant's  exceptions,  that  he  ob- 
jected strenuously  in  the  court  below  to  the  findings  of  the 
auditor,  as  to  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  Wilson  and 
Mrs.  Worcester  touching  the  advances.  After  a  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  evidence,  we  are  satisfied  with  his  conclu- 
sions, and  see  no  reason  to  disturb  them.  We  do  not  think 
anything  would  be  gained  to  the  interests  of  justice  by 
modifying  the  report,  or  by  setting  it  aside,  and  ordering  a 
further  examination  of  the  subject. 
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We  think  the  auditor  was  right  in  his  conclusion  upon  the 
point  of  subrogation.  A  much  larger  anoount  of  the  com- 
plainant's share  of  the  rents  than  this  principle  will  give  him 
of  hers,  was  applied  in  payment  of  Wilson's  advances.  It  is 
proper  that  an  equal  amount  of  her  share,  according  to  her 
rights,  as  they  were  when  the  decree  was  rendered,  should 
replace  what  had  been  so  applied  for  her  benefit.  This  will 
leave,  unaffected  by  this  ruling,  for  her  enjoyment,  the  full 
third  which  had  belonged  to  her  mother,  and  to  which  she 
became  entitled  at  her  mother's  death.  We  are  satisfied 
with  the  auditor's  findings  as  to  the  amount  for  which  the 
defendants  respectively  should  be  held  liable.  Their  excep- 
tions should  have  been  overruled. 

The  decree  rendered  in  Indiana,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the 
real  property  in  question,  could  have  no  extra-territorial 
effect;  but,  if  valid,  it  bound  personally  those  who  were 
parties  in  the  case,  and  could  have  been  enforced  in  the  situs 
rdy  by  the  proper  proceedings  conducted  there  for  that  pur- 
pose.'*' But  no  question  arises  upon  that  subject.  The  as- 
signment executed  by  Mrs.  Worcester  to  the  complainant, 
of  the  27th  of  August,  1857,  in  pursuance  of  the  decree, 
was  ample  to  vest  in  him  the  interest  and  authority  which 
the  court  ordered  her  to  convey.  The  reservation  in  behalf 
of  Wilson  was  only  what  the  law  without  it  would  have  pre- 
scribed, and  did  not  impair  its  efiScacy,  or  limit  what  would 
otherwise  have  been  the  scope  of  its  effect  and  operation. 

The  main  pressure  of  the  arguments  here  has  been  upon 
the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  Indiana  decree.  Those 
at  the  bar  were  confined  to  that  subject,  and  the  printed 
briefs  go  but  little  beyond  it. 

The  courts  of  the  United  States  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
laws  and  judicial  decisions  of  the  several  States.t 

Upon  looking  into  the  laws  of  Indiana  we  find  that  the 

*  Sutphen  v.  Fowler,  9  Paige,  280;  Massie  «.  Watts,  6  Granch,  148,  158; 
Swann  v.  Fonnereau,  8  Vesey ,  Jr.  44 ;  Portarlington  v.  Soulby,  8  Mylne  ^ 
Keene,  104;  Monroe  v.  Douglass,  4  Sanford's  Chancery,  185;  Sbattuck  v. 
Cassidy,  8  Edwards'  Chancery,  152;  1  Story's  £q.,  {{  ^^^i  744. 

t  Pennington  v,  Gibson,  16  Howard,  80. 
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proceedings  in  the  case  there  were  governed  by  "an  act 
regulating  the  granting  of  divorces,  nullification  of  mar- 
riages, and  decrees  and  orders  of  court  incidental  thereto/^ 
approved  May  13th,  1852.  The  petition  makes  a  case  within 
the  statute.  It  alleges  that  the  petitioner  was  a  bondfde  resi- 
dent of  the  county  where  it  was  filed,  and  sets  forth  as  causes 
for  a  divorce  abandonment  from  December,  1854,  and  cruel 
treatment,  by  the  husband.  His  answer  denied  the  allega- 
tions of  the  petition.  His  cross-petition  prayed  for  a  divorce, 
for  the  custody  of  the  children,  and  for  provision  for  their 
support  out  of  the  separate  property  of  the  wife  described 
in  the  deed  of  settlement.  The  decree  sets  forth  as  follows: 
"  The  court  find  the  marriage,  abandonment,  and  residence 
of  the  said  Annie  J.  Cheever,  and  the  births,  and  names, 
and  ages  of  the  children,  as  alleged  in  the  original  petition, 
to  be  true,  and  the  residue  of  said  petition  to  be  untrue." 
A  divorce  was  thereupon  adjudged  in  the  udual  form. 

It  would  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  questions  raised  as 
to  the  validity  of  this  decree,  that  no  such  issue  is  made  in 
the  pleadings.  The  answer  of  Mrs.  Worcester  is  silent  upon 
the  subject.  Wilson,  in  his  answer,  says  he  "  does  not  ad- 
mit the  validity  or  regularity  of  said  decree,"  or  that  "  it  is 
operative  to  affect  his  rights,"  but,  on  the  contrary,  .  .  "re- 
serves to  himself  the  right  to  impeach  it  if  occasion  should 
offer  and  require  him  to  do  so."  This  language  is  too  vague 
and  indefinite  to  have  any  effect  If  he  desired  to  assail  the 
decree  he  should  have  stated  clearly  the  grounds  of  objection 
upon  which  he  proposed  to  rely.  The  averments  should 
have  been  such  that  issue  could  be  taken  upon  them.*  He 
and  his  co-defendant  are  precluded  by  the  settled  rules  of 
equity  jurisprudence  from  entering  upon  such  an  inquiry. 
Their  silence  is  an  admission,  and  they  are  bound  by  the 
implication.  As,  however,  the  question  has  been  fully  ar- 
gued upon  both  sides,  and  may  arise  hereafter  in  further 
litigatiou  between  the  parties,  we  deem  it  proper  to  express 
our  views  upon  the  subject. 


*  White  V.  Hall,  12  Vesey,  824. 
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The  petition  laid  the  proper  foundation  for  the  subsequent 
proceedings.  It  warranted  the  exercise  of  the  authority 
which  was  invoked.  It  contained  all  the  requisite  aver- 
ments. The  court  was  the  proper  one  before  which  to  bring 
the  case.  It  had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  the  subject- 
matter.  The  decree  was  valid  and  effectual,  according  to 
the  law  and  adjudications  in  Indiana.* 

The  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  give  the 
decree  the  same  effect  elsewhere  which  it  had  in  Indiana.t 
"  If  a  judgment  is  conclusive  in  ^  State  where  it  is  rendered, 
it  is  equally  conclusive  everywhere**  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States.  J 

It  is  said  the  petitioner  went  to  Indiana  to  procure  the 
divorce,  and  that  she  never  resided  there.  The  only  ques- 
tion is  as  to  the  reality  of  her  new  residence  and  of  the 
change  of  domicil.§  That  she  did  reside  in  the  county 
where  the  petition  was  tiled  is  expressly  found  by  the  de- 
cree. Whether  this  finding  is  conclusive,  or  only  primd 
facie  sufficient,  is  a  point  on  which  the  authorities  are  not 
in  harmony.  II  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  express  any 
opinion  upon  the  point.  The  finding  is  clearly  sufficient 
until  overcome  by  adverse  testimony.  None  adequate  to 
that  result  is  found  in  the  record.  Giving  to  what  there  is 
the  fullest  effect  it  only  raises  a  suspicion  that  the  animus 
manendi  may  have  been  wanting. 

It  is  insisted  that  Cheever  never  resided  in  Indiana;  that 
the  domicil  of  the  husband  is  the  wife's,  and  that  she  can- 
not have  a  different  one  from  his.    The  converse  of  the  latter 


*  Statute  of  1852,  {  33;  McQuigg  v.  McQuigg,  13  Indiana,  294;  Noel  v. 
Ewing,  9  Id.  62;  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  lb.  105;  Kourke  t;.  Rourke,  8  Id.  430; 
Tolen  V.  Tolen,  2  Blackford,  407 ;  Wilcox  v.  Wilcox,  10  Id.  436. 

f  Constitution,  Art  4,  {  1 ;  1  Stat,  at  Large,  122;  D'Arcy  v.  Kctcbum, 
11  Howard,  175. 

{  2  Story  on  tho  Constitution,  §  1313 ;  Christmas  v,  Bussell,  5  Wallace, 
802. 

{  Case  V.  Clarke,  5  Mason,  70;  Cooper's  Lessee  v,  Galbraith,  8  Washing- 
ton Circuit  Court,  550 ;  McDonald  v.  Smalley,  1  Peters,  620. 

II  Noyes  v.  Butler,  6  Barbour,  S.  C.  613 ;  Hall  v.  Williams,  6  Pick.  239; 
Mills  V.  Duryee,  2  Amer.  Loading  Cases,  791,  note. 
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proposition  is  so  well  settled  that  it  would  be  idle  to  discuss 
it  The  rule  is  that  she  may  acquire  a  separate  doniicil 
whenever  it  is  necessary  or  proper  that  she  should  do  so. 
The  right  springs  from  the  necessity  for  its  exercise,  and 
endures  as  long  as  the  necessity  continues.*  The  proceed- 
ing for  a  divorce  may  be  instituted  where  the  wife  has  her 
domicil.  The  place  of  the  marriage,  of  the  offence,  and  the 
domicil  of  the  husband  are  of  no  consequence.f 

The  statute  of  Indiana  enacted  that  "the  court,  in  decree- 
ing a  divorce,  shall  make  ^provision  for  the  guardianship, 
custody,  and  support,  and  education  of  the  minor  children 
of  such  marriage."J  That  part  of  the  decree  which  relates 
to  this  subject  has  been  already  sufficiently  considered.  Bar- 
ber V.  J5ar6er,§  has  an  important  bearing  upon  the  case  under 
consideration.  There  a  wife  had  obtained  a  divorce  a  mensd 
ei  ihorOy  and  an  allowance  of  alimony,  in  the  State  of  New 
York.  The  husband  afterwards  removed  to  Wisconsin. 
To  enforce  the  payment  of  the  alimony  she  sued  him  in 
equity  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  that 
district.  The  court  was  clothed  with  equity  powers.  The 
ground  of  Federal  jurisdiction  relied  upon  was  the  domicil 
of  the  husband  and  wife  in  different  States.  The  court  de- 
creed for  the  complainant.  This  court,  on  appeal,  recog- 
nized the  validity  of  the  original  decree,  sustained  the  juris- 
diction, and  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  court  below.  This  is 
conclusive  upon  several  of  the  most  important  points  in- 
volved in  the  case  before  us. 

Deckbe  reversed,  and  tbe  case  remanded  with  directions 
to  enter  a  decree 

In  conformity  to  this  opinion. 


*  2  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  476. 

t  DitsoQ  9.  Ditson,  4  Rhode  Island,  S7.  %  Act  1852,  {  21. 

i  21  Howard,  682. 
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NoRRis  V.  Jackson. 

1.  The  4th  section  of  the  act  of  March  6th,  1865,  establishes  the  mode  in 

which  parties  may  submit  cases  to  the  court  without  a  jury,  and  the 
manner  in  which  a  review  of  the  law  of  such  cases  may  be  had  in  this 
court. 

2.  The  special  finding  of  the  facts  mentioned  in  that  statute  is  not  a  mere 

report  of  the  evidence,  but  a  finding  of  those  ultimate  facts  on  which 
the  law  must  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
8.  If  the  finding  of  facts  be  general,  only  such  rulings  of  the  court,  in  the 
progress  of  the  trial,  can  be  reversed  as  are  presented  by  a  bill  of  excep- 
tion. 

4.  In  such  cases  a  bill  of  exceptions  cannot  be  used  to  bring  up  the  whole 

testimony  for  review,  any  more  than  in  a  trial  by  jury. 

5.  Objections  to  the  admission  or  rejection  of  evidence,  or  to  such  rulings 

or  propositions  of  law  as  may  be  submitted  to  the  court,  must  be  shown 
by  bill  of  exceptions. 

6.  If  the  parties  desire  a  review  of  the  law  of  the  case,  they  must  ask  the 

court  to  make  a  special  finding  which  raises  the  question,  or  get  the 
court  to  rule  on  the  lega(  propositions  which  they  present. 

7.  In  an  action  of  ejectment,  where  the  plaintifi^s  title  is  that  of  a  voluntary 

purchaser  under  an  execution  void  because  the  lien  of  the  judgment  had 
expired,  and  the  title  of  the  defendant  is  that  of  a  bonA  fide  purchaser 
from  the  debtor  during  the  continuance  of  the  lien,  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  defendant  promised  the  creditor,  under 
whose  execution  the  land  was  sold,  to  pay  the  judgment,  and  that  he 
did  not  do  so ;  in  consequence  of  which  the  lien  was  suffered  to  expire. 
The  fact,  if  proved,  would  not  extend  the  lien  of  the  judgment. 

In  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of 
niinois,  the  case  being  this : 

By  section  4  of  the  act  of  March  3d,  1865,*  it  is  provided 
that  parties  may  submit  the  issues  of  fact  in  civil  cases,  to 
be  tried  and  determined  by  the  court,  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  jury ;  and  it  declares  what  the  effect  of  such  finding 
shall  be,  and  how  and  under  what  circumstances  there  may 
be  a  review  of  such  judgments. 

The  language  of  the  section  on  this  subject  is  thus : 

'^  The  finding  of  the  court  upon  the  facts,  which  finding  shall 
be  general  or  special,  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  the  verdict 

*  18  Stat,  at  Large,  501. 
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of  a  jury.  The  rulings  of  the  court  in  the  cause,  in  the  progress 
of  the  trial,  when  excepted  to  at  the  time,  may  be  reviewed  hy 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  upon  a  writ  of  error, 
or  upon  appeal,  provided  the  rulings  be  duly  presented  by  a 
bill  of  exceptions.  When  the  finding  is  special,  the  review  may 
also  extend  to  the  determination  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  facts 
found  to  support  the  judgment." 

With  this  statute  in  force,  Norris  brought  ejectment  in 
the  court  below  against  Jackson,  submitting  the  case  to  the 
court  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  Both  parties  de- 
rived title  from  one  Woodruff;  the  plaintiff  by  judicial  sale, 
the  defendant  as  tenant  of  one  Gitchell,  to  whom  Woodruff 
bad  sold  the  Isiuds  bond  Jide  Bome  time  before  the  judicial 
sale.  This  judicial  sale,  under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed, 
was  made  eleven  days  after  the  lien  of  the  judgment  on 
which  the  execution  issued  had  expired,  and  this  fact  made 
it,  under  the  statutes  of  Illinois,  as  the  defendant  contended, 
a  nullity. 

To  counteract  the  effect  of  this  too  long  delay,  the  plaintiff 
in  the  progress  of  the  trial  offered  to  prove  that  after  the  levy 
of  the  execution  on  the  land  in  question,  Gitchell,  the  land- 
lord of  the  defendant  Jackson,  and  the  real  party  in  interest, 
had  agreed  to  pay  the  judgment,  and  had  requested  and  ob- 
tained, from  the  attorney  holding  the  same  for  collection,  a 
delay  of  the  sale  of  the  land  so  levied  on  for  fifteen  or  more 
days,  when  he  refused  to  make  payment  as  he  had  agreed 
to  do,  whereby  the  marshal's  sale  of  said  land  was  necessarily 
deferred  till  eleven  days  after  the  lien  had  expired. 

The  court  rejected  the  evidence,  and  judgment  having 
been  given  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  brought  the  case 
here.  On  its  coming  up,  the  transcript  showed  a  long  bill 
of  exceptions,  embracing  all  the  evidence,  which  consisted 
of  judgments,  executions,  deeds,  depositions,  admissions,  and 
agreements  of  the  parties,  at  the  close  of  which  it  was  said 
that  "  the  foregoing  was  all  the  cause,  and  the  court  there- 
upon found  the  issues  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendant, to  which  decision  and  ruling  of  the  court,  the  plain- 
tiff then  and  there  excepted." 
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Mr.  A.  F,  Miller y  for  the  plaintiffs  both  below  and  here^  insist- 
ing particularly  as  error  upon  the  rejection  of  the  evidence 
which  had  been  offered  to  show  the  cause  of  the  delay,  rested 
his  case  in  part  upon  other  matter  embmced  in  the  bill  of 
exceptions. 

JUr.  8.  W.  Fuller^  coniray  argued  that  the  attention  of  the 
court  was  confined  to  a  single  point. 

Mh  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  first  thing  to  be  observed  in  the  enactment  made  by 
the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  3d  March,  1865,  allowing  parties 
to  submit  issues  of  fact  in  civil  cases  to  be  tried  and  deter- 
mined by  the  court,  is  that  it  provides  for  two  kinds  of  find- 
ings in  regard  to  the  facts,  to  wit,  general  and  special.  This 
is  in  perfect  analogy  to  the  findings  by  a  jury,  for  which  the 
court  is  in  such  cases  substituted  by  the  consent  of  the 
parties.  In  other  words,  the  court  finds  a  general  verdict 
on  all  the  issues  for  plaintiff  or  defendant,  or  it  finds  a  special 
verdict. 

This  special  finding  has  often  been  considered  and  de- 
scribed by  this  court.  It  is  not  a  mere  report  of  the  evi- 
dence, but  a  statement  of  the  ultimate  facts  on  which  the 
law  of  the  case  must  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties;  a 
finding  of  the  propositions  of  fact  which  the  evidence  estab- 
lishes, and  not  the  evidence  on  which  those  ultimate  facts  are 
supposed  to  rest* 

The  next  thing  to  be  observed  is,  that  whether  the  finding 
be  general  or  special,  it  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  the  ver- 
dict of  a.  jury ;  that  is  to  say,  it  Is  conclusive  as  to  the  facts 
so  found.  In  the  case  of  a  general  verdict,  which  includes 
or  may  include,  as  it  generally  does,  mixed  questions  of  law 
and  fact,  it  concludes  both,  except  so  far  as  they  may  be 
saved  by  some  exception  which  the  party  has  taken  to  the 
ruling  of  the  court  on  the  law. 

In  the  case  of  a  special  verdict,  the  question  is  presented 

*  Barr  v.  Des  Moines  Co.,  1  Wallace,  99;  Graham  v,  Bayne,  18 Howard,  62. 
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as  it  would  be  if  tried  by  a  jury,  whether  the  facts  thus  found 
require  a  judgment  for  plaintiff  or  defendant;  and  this  being 
matter  of  law,  the  ruling  of  the  court  on  it  can  be  reviewed 
in  this  court  on  that  record.  If  there  were  such  special 
verdict  here,  we  could  examine  its  sufficiency  to  sustain  the 
judgment.  But  there  is  none.  The  bill  of  exceptions,  while 
professing  to  detail  all  the  evidence,  is  no  special  finding  of 
the  facts. 

The  judgment  of  the  court,  then,  must  be  affirmed,  unless 
the  bill  of  exceptions  presents  some  erroneous  ruling  of  the 
court  in  the  progress  of  the  trial. 

The  only  ruling  in  the  progress  of  the  trial  to  which  ex- 
ception was  taken  by  plaintiff,  was  to  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  permit  him  to  prove  that  Gitchell,  the  landlord  of  defend- 
ant, had  promised  to  pay  the  judgment  under  which  the  land 
was  sold  to  plaintiff. 

We  do  not  see  that  this  was  a  matter  of  which  plaintiff, 
a  volunteer  purchaser,  had  any  right  to  complain.  It  could 
not  extend  the  lien  of  the  judgment  beyond  the  time  fixed 
by  law,  which  seems  to  be  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
offered. 

We  have  taken  some  pains  to  comment  on  the  mode  in 
which  cases  tried  by  the  court,  which  are  properly  triable  by 
a  jury,  may  be  reviewed  here.  Attention  was  called  to  the 
statute  of  1865,  in  the  case  of  Insurance  Co.  v.  Ticeed*  and  we 
condense  here  the  results  of  an  examination  of  that  statute. 

1.  If  the  verdict  be  a  general  verdict,  only  such  rulings 
of  the  court,  in  the  progress  of  the  irialy  can  be  reviewed  as 
are  presented  by  bill  of  exceptions,  or  as  may  arise  on  the 
pleadings. 

2.  In  such  cases,  a  bill  of  exceptions  cannot  be  used  to 
bring  up  the  whole  testimony  for  review  any  more  than  in 
a  trial  by  jury. 

3.  That  if  the  parties  desire  a  review  of  the  law  involved 
in  the  case,  they  must  either  get  the  court  to  find  a  special 
verdict,  which  raises  the  legal  propositions,  or  they  must 


*  7  Wallace,  44. 
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present  to  the  court  their  propositions  of  law,  and  require 
the  court  to  rule  on  them. 

4.  That  objection  to  the  admission  or  exclusion  of  evi- 
dence, or  to  such  ruling  on  the  propositions  of  law  as  the 
party  may  ask,  must  appear  by  bill  of  exceptions. 

As  the  only  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  case  that  we  can 
examine  seems  to  have  been  correct,  the  judgment  is 

Affirmed. 


The  Grapeshot. 

1.  Wlien,  during  the  late  civil  war,  portions  of  the  insurgent  territory  were. 

occupied  by  the  National  forces,  it  was  within  the  constitutional  au- 
thority of  the  President,  as  commander-in-chief,  to  establish  therein 
provisional  courts  for  the  hearing  and  determination  of  all  causes  arising 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  or  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Provisional 
Court  for  the  State  of  Louisiana,  organized  under  the  proclamation  of 
October  20th,  1862,  was,  therefore,  rightfully  authorized  to  exercise 
such  jurisdiction. 

2.  When,  upon  the  close  of  the  war,  and  the  consequent  dissolution  of  the 

court  thus  established.  Congress,  in  the  exercise  of  its  general  authority 
in  relation  to  the  National  courts,  directed  that  causes  pending  in  the 
Provisional  Court,  and  judgments,  orders,  and  decrees  rendered  by  it, 
which,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  would  have  been  proper  for  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  should  be  trans- 
ferred to  that  court  and  have  effect  as  if  originally  brought,  or  rendered 
therein,  a  decree  in  admiralty  rendered  in  the  Provisional  Court,  as  upon 
appeal  from  the  District  Court,  became  at  once,  upon  transfer,  the  de- 
cree of  the  Circuit  Court;  and  an  appeal  was  properly  taken  from  it  to 
this  court. 

8.  Liens  for  repairs  and  supplies,  whether  implied  or  express,  can  be  en- 
forced in  admiralty  only  upon  proof  made  by  the  creditor  that  the  repairs 
or  supplies  were  necessary,  or  believed,  upon  due  inquiry  and  credible 
representation,  to  be  necessary  in  a  foreign  port. 

4.  Where  proof  is  made  of  necessity  for  the  repairs  or  supplies,  or  for  funds 
raised  to  pay  for  them  by  the  master,  and  of  credit  given  to  the  ship,  a 
presumption  will  arise,  conclusive  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  of  necessity  for  credit.  The  cases  of  Pratt  v.  Reed  and  Thomas 
V.  Oihom  explained. 

6.  Necessity  for  repairs  and  supplies  is  proved  where  such  circumstances  of 
exigency  are  shown  as  would  induce  a  prudent  owner,  if  present^  to- 

VOL.  iz.  9 
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order  them,  or  to  provide  fands  for  the  cost  of  them  on  the  security  of 
the  ship. 

6.  The  ordering  by  the  master  of  supplies  and  repairs  on  the  credit  of  the 

ship  is  sufficient  proof  of  such  necessity  to  support  an  implied  hypothe- 
cation in  favor  of  the  material-man,  or  of  the  ordinary  lender  of  money 
to  meet  the  wants  of  the  ship,  who  acts  in  good  faith. 

7.  To  support  hypothecation  by  bottomry,  evidence  of  actual  necessity  for 

repairs  and  supplies  is  required,  and,  if  the  fact  of  such  necessity  be  left 
unproved,  evidence  is  required  of  due  inquiry  and  of  reasonable  grounds 
of  belief  that  the  necessity  was  real  and  exigent. 

This  case,  which  in  its  original  form,  was  a  libel  in  the 
District  Court  of  Louisiana,  on  a  bottomry  bond,  and,  as 
such,  involved  nothing  but  the  correct  presentation  of  the 
principles  of  maritime  law  relating  to  that  matter,  and  the 
examination  of  a  good  deal  of  contradictor}'  evidence,  to 
see  how  far  the  particular  case  came  within  them,  pre- 
sented subsequently,  and  in  consequence  of  the  rebellion 
and  the  occupation  by  our  army  of  the  mere  city  of  New 
Orleans,  while  the  region  surrounding  it  generally  was  still 
held  by  the  Confederate  powers  and  troops,  a  great  ques- 
tion of  constitutional  law,  the  question  namely,  how  far, 
with  that  clause  of  the  Constitution  in  force  which  declares 
that— 

"The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall  be  vested  in 
one  Supreme  Court,  and  in  such  inferior  courts  as  the  Congress 
may  from  time  to  time  ordain  and  establish" — 

• 

the  President  could  establish  a  Provisional  Court,  and  how 
far  Congress,  on  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  could,  by 
Us  enactment,  validate  the  doings  of  such  a  court,  transfer  its 
judgments,  and  make  them  judgments  of  the  now  re-estab- 
lished former  and  proper  Federal  courts,  from  one  of  which, 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Louisiana,  the  cause  purported  to  be  brought  here. 

The  case — which  in  this  court  consisted  accordingly  of 
three  parts — to  wit : 

1.  The  matter  of  jurisdiction, 

2.  That  of  the  principles  of  maritime  law  in  regard  to 
bottomry  bonds, 
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3.  The  one  of  their  application  to  the  particular  case,  on 

the  evidence,  is  all  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  not 

all  consecutively  in  the  opening  of  it,  but  all  completely 

enough  and  with  distinctness  from  the  opinion  itself,  in 

three  different  parts,  as  the  three  respective  topics  arise  to 

be  treated  of. 

• 
Mr.  C.  Cashing  J  for  the  owners  of  the  shipy  appellants ;  Mr. 

T.  J.  Daranij  contra. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  first  question  to  be  examined  in  this  case  is  one  of 
jurisdiction. 

The  suit,  shown  by  the  record,  was  originally  instituted  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Louisiana,  where  a  decree  was  rendered  for  the  libellant. 
From  this  decree  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court, 
where  the  case  was  pending,  when,  in  1861,  the  proceedings 
of  the  court  were  interrupted  by  the  civil  war.  Louisiana 
had  become  involved  in  the  rebellion,  and  the  courts  and 
officers  of  the  United  States  were  excluded  from  its  limits. 
In*  1862,  however,  the  National  authority  had  been  partially 
re-established  in  the  State,  though  still  liable  to  be  over- 
thrown by  the  vicissitudes  of  war.  The  troops  of  the  Union 
occupied  New  Orleans,  and  held  military  possession  of  the 
city  and  such  other  portions  of  the  State  as  had  submitted 
to  the  General  government.  The  nature  of  this  occupa- 
tion and  possession  was  fully  explained  in  the  case  of  The 
Venice.* 

Whilst  it  continued,  on  the  20th  of  October,  1862,  Presi- 
dent Lincoln,  by  proclamation,  instituted  a  Provisional  Court 
for  the  State  of  Louisiana,  with  authority,  among  other 
powers,  to  hear,  try,  and  determine  all  causes  in  admiralty. 
Subsequently,  by  consent  of  parties,  this  cause  was  trans- 
ferred into  the  Provisional  Court  thus  constituted,  and  wm 
heard,  and  a  decree  was  again  rendered  in  favor  of  the  libel- 
lauts.     Upon  the  restoration  of  civil  authority  in  the  State, 


*  2  Wallace,  259. 
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the  Provisional  Court,  limited  in  duration,  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  proclamation,  by  that  event,  ceased  to  exist 

On  the  28th  of  July,  1866,  Congress  enacted  that  all  suits, 
causes,  and  proceedings  in  the  Provisional  Court,  proper  for 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana,  should  be  transferred  to 
that  court,  and  heard  and  determined  therein ;  find  that  all 
judgments,  orders,  and  decrees  of  the  Provisional  Court  in 
causes  transferred  to  the  Circuit  Court  should  at  once  be- 
come the  orders,  judgments,  and  decrees  of  that  court,  and 
might  be  enforced,  pleaded,  and  proved  accordingly.* 

It  is  questioned  upon  these  facts  whether  the  establishment 
by  the  President  of  a  Provisional  Court  was  warranted  by 
the  Constitution. 

That  the  late  rebellion,  when  it  assumed  the  character  of 
civil  war,  was  attended  by  the  general  incidents  of  a  regular 
war,  has  been  so  frequently  declared  here  that  nothing  further 
need  be  said  on  that  point. 

The  object  of  the  National  government,  indeed,  was  neither 
conquest  nor  subjugation,  but  the  overthrow  of  the  insur- 
gent organization,  the  suppression  of  insurrection,  and  f!he 
re-establishment  of  legitimate  authority.  But  in  the  attain- 
ment of  these  ends,  through  military  force,  it  became  the 
duty  of  the  National  government,  wherever  the  insurgent 
power  was  overthrown,  and  the  territory  which  had  been 
dominated  by  it  was  occupied  by  the  National  forces,  to  pro- 
vide as  far  as  possible,  so  long  as  the  war  continued,  for  the 
security  of  persons  and  property,  and  for  the  administration 
of  justice. 

The  duty  of  the  National  government,  in  this  respect,  was 
no  other  than  that  which  devolves  upon  the  government  of 
a  regular  belligerent  occupying,  during  war,  the  territory  of 
another  belligerent.  It  was  a  military  duty,  to  be  performed 
\iy  the  President  as  commander-in-chief,  and  intrusted  as 
such  with  the  direction  of  the  military  force  by  which  the 
occupation  was  held. 

*  15  Stot.  at  Large,  866. 
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What  that  duty  is,  when  the  territory  occupied  by  the 
S'ational  forces  is  foreign  territory,  has  been  declared  by 
this  court  in  several  cases  arising  from  such  occupation  dur- 
ing the  late  war  with  Mexico.  In  the  case  of  LeUensdorfer- 
V.  Webb*  the  authority  of  the  officer  holding  possession  for 
the  United  States  to  establish  a  provisional  government  was 
sustained;  and  the  reasons  by  which  that  judgment  was  sup- 
ported, apply  directly  to  the  establishment  of  the  Provisional 
Court  in  Louisiana.  The  cases  of  Jecker  v.  Montgomery ^"^  and 
Cross  V.  Harrison^X  may  also  be  cited  in  illustration  of  the 
principles  applicable  to  military  occupation. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  Provisional  Court  of  Louisiana 
was  properly  established  by  the  President  in  the  exercise  of 
his  constitutional  authority  during  war;  or  that  Congress 
had  power,  upon  the  close  of  the  war,  and  the  dissolution 
of  the  Provisional  Court,  to  provide  for  the  transfer  of  cases 
pending  in  that  court,  and  of  its  judgments  and  decrees,  to 
the  proper  courts  of  the  United  States. 

The  case  then  being  regularly  here,  we  will  proceed  to 
dispose  of  it. 

The  object  of  the  original  suit  was  the  enforcement  of  a 
lieu  upon  the  bark  Grapeshot,  created  by  a  bottomry  bond, 
executed  by  her  master,  one  Joseph  S.  Clark,  in  favor  of 
Wallerstein,  Massett  &  Co.,  at  Rio  Janeiro,  upon  the  15th 
of  April,  1858. 

The  libel,  filed  by  Wallerstein,  Massett  &  Co.,  on  the  8d 
of  July,  1858,  alleged  that  the.  bark  Grapeshot,  lying  in  the 
port  of  Rio,  during  the  month  of  April,  1858,  was  in  great 
need  of  reparation,  provisions,  and  other  necessaries  to 
render  her  fit  and  capable  of  proceeding  thence  on  her  in- 
tended voyage  to  the  port  of  New  Orleans ;  and  Joseph  8. 
Clark,  the  master  of  the  bark,  not  having  any  funds  or  credit 
there,  and  the  owner  of  the  said  bark  not  residing  in  Rio, 
and  having  no  funds  or  credit  there,  that  the  libellants,  at 

•  aO  Howard,  176.  f  18  Id.  498,  and  18  Id.  110. 

I  16  Id.  164 ;  see  also  United  States  v.  Bice,  4  Wheaton,  246 ;  and  Texas 
V.  White,  7  Wallace,  700. 


134  The  Grapbshot.  [Sup.  Ct. 


Statement  in  the  opinion  of  the  second  point 


the  request  of  Clark,  advanced  and  lent  to  him  $9767.40, 
on  the  bottomry  and  hypothecation  of  the  bark,  at  the  rate 
of  19^  per  cent,  maritime  interest;  that  Clark,  as  master, 
did  really  expend  the  sum  borrowed  for  the  repairing,  vict- 
ualling, and  manning  of  the  bark  in  order  to  enable  her 
to  proceed  to  New  Orleans ;  that  the  bark  could  not  pos- 
sibly have  proceeded  with  safety  upon  her  voyage  without 
such  repairs,  and  other  necessary  expenses  attending  the  re- 
fitting of  her;  that  she  sailed  and  arrived  safe  at  New  Or- 
leans on  or  about  the  7th  of  June,  1858;  and,  that  the  bond 
was,  at  the  proper  time,  presented  for  payment  to  Clark, 
who  refused  to  discharge  it. 

Upon  this  libel,  process  was  issued,  and  the  vessel  and  her 
freight  were  seized.  Subsequently  the  vessel  was  sold  under 
an  order  of  the  court,  and  the  proceeds,  together  with  the 
freight-money,  amounting,  in  the  whole,  to  $ltS,805.85,  were 
deposited  in  the  registry  on  the  2d  of  September,  1858. 

On  the  1st  of  November,  1858,  George  Law,  the  claimant 
of  the  vessel  and  freight,  filed  his  answer,  denying  the  neces- 
sity of  the  repairs  and  supplies,  alleged  to  have  been  paid 
for  by  the  money  raised  upon  the  bottomry  bond,  and  alleg- 
ing fraudulent  collusion  between  the  master  and  the  lenders, 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  claimant.  The  answer  set  out  at 
large  the  history  of  the  Grapeshot,  from  the  time  she  left 
New  York,  on  or  about  the  9th  of  February,  1857,  to  the 
date  of  her  arrival  in  New  Orleans,  on  or  about  the  7th  of 
June,  1858.  It  represented  that  the  bark,  when  she  left 
New  York,  was  stout  and  staunch,  well  fitted,  and  supplied 
for  her  then  intended  voyage  to  Constantinople,  and  for  the 
return  voyage  to  New  York;  that,  instead  of  returning  from 
Constantinople  to  New  York,  the  master,  Clark,  embezzled 
the  freight  earned  in  the  voyage  out,  and  engaged  the  ves- 
sel in  voyages  for  his  own  benefit,  until  he  caused  her  to  be 
stripped  at  Rio  of  her  copper,  which  was  replaced  by  second- 
hand and  indifferent  metal,  owned  by  Clark,  and  put  on  her 
in  fraud  of  the  claimant;  that  the  dishonest  practices  of  Clark 
were  well  known  at  Rio,  and  that  the  libellants  were  fully 
cognizant  of  them.    The  answer  further  denied  the  charge 
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of  the  libel  that  the  claimant  had  no  funds  or  credit  at  Rio, 
and  averred  that  he  had  credit  to  procure  and  obtain  the 
necefisary  funds,  and  that  the  master  was  under  no  neces- 
sity to  resort  to  the  bottomry  upon  the  vessel.  The  answer 
further  alleged  that  there  was  no  inspection  or  survey  of  the 
vessel  with  reference  to  the  necessity  for  repairs ;  and  that 
the  alleged  expenses  for  repairs  and  provisions  far  exceeded 
the  sums  actually  expended,  of  ail  which  the  libellants  had 
notice. 

Before  proceeding  to  examine  the  evidence,  taken  under 
these  pleadings,  it  will  be  proper  to  consider  the  principles 
of  maritime  law  applicable  to  the  case. 

A  bottomry  bond  is  an  obligation,  executed,  generally,  in 
a  foreign  port,  by  the  master  of  a  vessel  for  repayment  of 
advances  to  supply  the  necessities  of  the  ship,  together  with 
such  interest  as  may  be  agreed  on ;  which  bond  creates  a 
lien  on  the  ship,  which  may  be  enforced  in  admiralty  in  case 
of  her  safe  arrival  at  the  port  of  destination;  but  becomes 
absolutely  void  and  of  no  effect  in  case  of  her  loss  before 
arrival.* 

Such  a  bond  carries  usually  a  very  high  rate  of  interest, 
to  cover  the  risk  of  loss  of  the  ship  as  well  as  a  liberal  in- 
demnity for  other  risks  aiid  for  the  use  of  the  money,  and 
will  bind  the  ship  otjly  where  the  necessity  for  supplies  and 
repairs,  in  order  to  the  performance  of  a  contemplated  voy- 
age, is  a  real  necessity,  and  neither  the  master  nor  owners 
have  funds  or  credit  available  to  meet  the  wants  of  the 
vessel. 

Sometimes  bonds,  bearing  only  the  ordinary  rate  of  inter- 
est, or  executed  under  circumstances  more  or  less  different 
from  those  just  stated,  are  called  bottomry  bonds,  and  are 
enforced  as  such;t  but  the  general  description  just  given 
embraces  most  instruments  known  under  that  name,  and  is 
sufficiently  accurate  for  the  case  presented  by  the  record. 

m 

*  Carrington  v.  Pratt,  18  Howard,  67 ;  The  Atlas,  2  Haggard,  57-8. 
t  The  Trident  1  W.  Bobinson,  29 ;  Brig  Draco,  2  Sumner,  167 ;  1  Par- 
ions  on  Shipping,  116,  120. 
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There  is  uo  qnestion  in  this  case  as  to  the  character  of  the 
bond;  nor  as  to  the  safe  arrival  of  the  ship;  nor  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  bond  if  the  lien  can  be  held  valid.  The  con- 
troversy turns  on  the  question  of  necessity  tor  repairs  and 
supplies,  and  for  credit. 

We  are  to  consider,  therefore,  what  degree  of  necessity 
for  supplies  or  repairs,  and  what  degree  of  necessity  for 
credit  in  that  form,  will  warrant  a  master  in  borrowing  upon 
bottomry. 

Where  the  claim  of  the  material-man  is  against  the  owner 
only,  and  no  privilege  is  given  upon  the  vessel,  no  necessity 
need  be  shown  affirmatively.  The  master,  in  the  absence 
of  known  fraud,  is  fully  authorized  to  represent  the  owners 
in  all  matters  relating  to  the  ship ;  and  it  will  always  be  pre- 
sumed that  supplies  and  repairs,  ordered  by  the  master,  were 
reasonably  tit  and  proper,  unless  there  is  clear  proof  to  the 
contrary,  and  also  proof  of  collusion  by  the  material-man. 

But  something  more  is  required  when  the  claim  is  against 
the  ship  itself.  Such  a  claim  can  be  asserted  only  as  a  lien 
or  privilege  upon  the  vessel.  And  the  rule  is  that  such  a 
lien  for  supplies  and  materials,  or  for  money  advanced  for 
the  ship,  since  it  is  created  and  exists  without  record,  or 
other  public  notice,  can  only  be  established  upon  circum- 
stances of  actual  necessity. 

Proof  of  absolute  and  indispensable  neccfssity,  however,  is 
not  required  in  order  to  the  establishment  of  such  a  lien, 
where  supplies  and  materials  are  furnished  on  the  credit  of 
the  ship,  or  of  the  ship  and  owners,  in  a  foreign  port.  In 
such  cases,  courts  of  admiralty  do  not  scrutinize  narrowly 
the  accoujit  against  the  ship.  They  will  reject,  undoubtedly, 
all  unwarranted*  charges;  but  upon  proof  that  the  furnishing 
was  in  good  faith,  on  the  order  of  the  master,  and  really  neces- 
sary, or  honestly  and  reasonably  believed  by  the  furnisher 
to  be  necessary  for  the  ship  while  lying  in  port,  or  to  fit  her 
for  an  intended  voyage,  the  lien  will  be  supported  ;t  unless 

*  The  Cognac,  2  Haggard,  887. 

f  The  General  Smith,  4  Wheaton,  448 ;  Peyrouz  v.  Howard,  7  PeterB, 
824;  Brig  Nestor,  1  Sumner,  78. 
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it  is  made  to  appear  affirmatively  that  the  credit  to  the  ship 
was  unnecessary,  either  by  reason  of  the  master  having  funds 
in  his  possession  applicable  to  the  expenses  incurred,  or 
credit  of  his  own  or  of  his  owners,  upon  which  funds  could 
be  raised  by  the  use  of  reasonable  diligence ;  and  that  the 
material-man  knew,  or  could,  by  proper  inquiry,  have  readily 
informed  himself  of  the  facts.* 

It  has  been  supposed  that  a  more  stringent  rule  than  that 
just  stated  was  sanctioned  by  this  court,  at  the  December 
Term,  1856,  in  the  case  of  The  Sultana^  reported  under  the 
title  of  Pratt  v.  Beed.^ 

In  that  case,  coal  for  generating  steam  was  supplied  to  the 
Sultana,  of  Buffalo,  in  New  York,  at  Erie,  in  Pennsylvania. 
The  master  was  sole  owner,  and  known  as  such  by  the  fur- 
nisher of  the  coal.  The  supplies  were  furnished  from  time 
to  time  during  a  period  of  nearly  two  years,  and  formed  the 
subject  of  a  running  account  of  debit  and  credit  extending 
through  that  time.  The  evidence  warranted  the  impression, 
confirmed  by  the  fact  of  sole  ownership  in  the  master,  that 
the  credit  was  given  to  the  master  and  not  to  the  ship.  It 
was  held  that  no  lien  attached  to  the  steamer  for  the  supplies 
thus  furnished. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  case  was  rightly  decided. 
There  are,  however,  expressions  in  the  opinion  which,  sepa- 
rated from  the  cade,  appear  to  sanction  the  doctrine  that,  in 
order  to  the  creation  of  a  lien  on  the  vessel,  express  proof  is 
necessary  of  an  unforeseen  emergency  creating  .a  necessity 
for  supplies,  and  also  of  the  existence  of  a  necessity  for 
credit  on  the  ship. 

But  that  it  was  not  intended  by  the  court  to  establish  any 
other  rule  than  that  previously  recognized,  sufficiently  ap- 
pears from  an  opinion  pronounced  in  the  case  of  The  Never- 
mkyX  by  the  learned  judge  who  delivered  its  judgment  in 
the  case  of  The  Sultana,  What  was  said  in  the  former  case 
sufficiently  shows  that  the  latter  judgment  was  intended  only 


*  The  Fortitude,  8  Sumner,  246-7.  f  19  Howard,  869. 

%  Southern  District  of  New  York,  November,  1867. 
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to  affirm  that  there  must  be  au  apparent  necessity  for  the 
credit  as  well  as  an  actual  necessity  for  the  supplies,  and 
that  in  the  case  before  the  court  there  was,  in  fact,  no  such 
necessity  as  was  essential  to  the  creation  of  a  lien  upon  the 
steamer.  It  was  not  intended  to  deny  that  this  apparent 
necessity  might  be  presumed  from  the  necessity  for  supplies, 
from  the  general  authority  of  the  master,  and  from  general 
good  faith  in  the  particular  transaction. 

It  has  been  supposed  also  that  the  judgment  of  this  court  in 
the  case  of  The  Bark  Laura^  reported  as  Thomas  v.  Osbonij* 
required  affirmative  proof  of  the  necessity  of  credit  to  the 
ship,  in  order  to  the  creation  of  a  lieu  on  the  vessel.  The 
court  said,  that  ^'  the  limitation  of  the  authority  of  the 
master  to  cases  of  necessity,  not  only  of  repairs  and  supplies, 
but  of  credit  to  obtain  them,  and  the  requirement  that  the 
lender  or  furnisher  should  see  to  it  that  apparently  such  a 
case  of  necessity  exists,  are  as  ancient  and  well  established 
as  the  authority  itself.^'  There  is  nothing  in  the  language 
which  necessarily  denies  that  proved  necessity  for  repairs 
may  be  received  as  presumptive  evidence,  sufficient,  in  the 
absence  of  other  information,  to  establish  a  case  of  apparent 
necessity  upon  which  the  lender  or  furnisher  may  safely  act 
And  the  citations  from  the  Digest  and  the  Consolato  del  Mare, 
made  to  show  the  antiquity  of  the  doctrine,  seem  to  have 
reference  only  to  the  condition  of  the  ship,  and  not  to  the 
condition  of  the  credit  of  the  owners  or  master. 

We  are  satisfied  that  neither  of  the  two  cases  just  referred 
to,  when  properly  considered  in  connection  with  the  proofs 
before  the  court,  can  be  regarded  as  in  conflict  with  the  rule 
we  have  stated,  which,  prior  to  these  decisions,  had  been 
undoubtedly  received  upon  the  general  consent  of  authori- 
ties as  the  true  rule  on  the  subject  of  implied  hypothecation 
for  repairs  and  supplies,  or  for  advances  having  the  same  re- 
lation to  the  ship. 

We  have  been  induced  to  state  this  doctrine  of  implied 
hypothecation  somewhat  fully,  not  only  because  it  seemed 

•  19  Howard,  29. 
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desirable  to  correct  a  common  misanderstanding  of  these 
cases ;  but  because  of  the  close  analogy  in  origin,  effect,  and 
incidents  between  implied  hypothecation  and  express  hy- 
pothecation by  bottomry. 

It  isy  indeed,  difficult  to  trace,  either  in  reason  or  in  the 
authorities,  any  marked  line  of  discrimination  between  them. 
In  the  case  of  The  Auroraj  decided  in  1816,  this  court  said: 
"  To  make  a  bottomry  bond,  executed  by  the  master,  a  valid 
hypothecation,  it  must  be  shown  by  the  creditor  that  the 
master  acted  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  advances  were  made  for  repairs  or  supplies 
necessary  for  effecting  the  objects  of  the  voyage,  or  the  safety 
and  security  of  the  ship.  And  no  presumption  should  arise 
in  the  case  that  such  repairs  or  supplies  could  be  procured 
on  reasonable  terms  with  the  credit  of  the  owner,  indepen- 
dent of  such  hypothecation."* 

Aud  it  was  further  said,  in  the  same  case,  that  '^  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  the  creditor  who  claims  an  hypothecation  to 
prove  the  actual  existence  of  those  things  which  gave  rise  to 
his  demand ;  and  if  it  appear  on  his  own  showing,  or  other- 
wise, that  he  has  funds  of  the  owners  in  his  possession  which 
might  have  been  applied  to  the  demand,  and  he  has  neg- 
lected or  refused  to  do  so,  he  must  fail  in  his  claim.^f 

And  this,  undoubtedly,  is  the  general  rule  also  in  respect 
to  implied  hypothecation.  The  principles  on  which  it  rests 
were  fully  explained  and  illustrated  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in 
1838,  in  the  case  of  The  Fortitude.X 

It  has  been  thought  that  a  distinction  between  the  lien 
for  repairs  and  supplies,  or  ordinary  advances  to  pay  for 
them,  and  the  lien  of  bottomry,  may  be  found  in  that  ^^super- 
added necessity"  of  which  the  learned  judge  speaks,  in  the 
case  last  cited,  as  distinguishing  the  former  from  the  latter. 
There  must,  he  said  in  substance,  not  only  be  a  necessity 
for  the  repairs,  but  a  necessity  for  resorting  to  a  bottomry 
loan.§  But  this  ruling  must  be  taken  with  the  qualifica- 
tion previously  established  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  The 

•  1  Wheaton,  96.  t  lb.  105.  %  8  Sumner,  282. 

{  The  Fortitude,  8  Sumner,  284. 
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Virgin*  where  it  was  held  that  "the  necessity  of  the  supplies 
and  repairs  being  once  made  out,  it  is  incumbent  on  the 
owners,  who  assert  that  they  could  have  been  obtained  upon 
their  personal  credit  without  bottomry,  to  establish  that  fact 
by  competent  proofs,  unless  it  is  apparent  from  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case."  It  is  only  when  such  competent  proofs 
have  been  adduced,  or  the  practicability  of  raising  funds  on 
credit  has  been  made  to  appear  from  circumstances,  that  the 
lender  is  held  responsible  for  failing  to  make  due  inquiry. 

In  the  absence  of  such  proofs  or  circumstances,  an  appa- 
rent necessity  for  credit  by  bottomry  must  be  regarded  as 
established  when  the  necessity  for  repairs  is  proved. 

A  more  substantial  distinction  between  the  implied  and 
the  express  hypothecation  may,  perhaps,  be  found  in  the 
greater  diligence  required  of  the  lender  on  bottomry  than 
of  the  material-man  in  inquiry  concerning  the  necessity  for 
repairs.  The  authorities  on  this  subject  are  not  easily  rec- 
onciled ;  but  they  may  be  best  harmonized,  perhaps,  in  the 
proposition  that  if  no  necessity  for  repairs  is  established  a 
bottomry  bond  will  not  be  supported  in  the  absence  of  proof 
that  the  lender,  after  using  reasonable  diligence  to  ascertain 
the  facts,  had  good  reason  to  believe,  and  did  believe,  that 
the  necessity  really  existed.  And  this  is  warranted  by  good 
reason.  The  maritime  law  seeks  equally  the  general  pro- 
motion of  commercial  intercourse  and  the  most  complete 
security  in  private  transactions;  and  neither  can  well  be 
reconciled  with  the  support  of  hypothecations  which  partake 
largely  of  the  nature  of  hazard,  made  where  the  owner  can- 
not be  consulted,  at  extraordinary  rates  of  interest,  agreed 
upon  by  the  master  and  the  lender,  and  under  circumstances 
favorable  to  collusion  and  fraud,  unless  the  lender  be  held 
to  reasonable  diligence  in  inquiring  as  to  the  existence  of 
the  facts  of  distress  and  necessity  for  repairs,  which  alone 
warrant  such  transactions. 

The  doctrine  on  the  subject  of  maritime  hypothecation,  so 
far  as  it  seems  useful  to  consider  it  in  this  case,  may  be 
summed  up,  we  think,  in  these  propositions : 

*  8  Peters,  554. 
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1.  Liens  for  repaira  and  supplies,  whether  implied  or  ex- 
press, can  be  enforced  in  admiralty  only  upon  proof  made 
by  the  creditor  that  the  repairs  or  supplies  were  necessary, 
or  believed,  upon  due  inquiry  and  credible  representation, 
to  be  necessary. 

2.  Where  proof  is  made  of  necessity  for  the  repairs  or 
supplies,  or  for  funds  raised  to  pay  for  them  by  the  master, 
and  of  credit  given  to  the  ship,  a  presumption  will  arise, 
conclusive,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  of 
necessity  for  credit. 

3.  Necessity  for  repairs  and  supplies  is  proved  where  such 
circumstances  of  exigency  are  shown  as  would  induce  a  pru- 
dent owner,  if  present,  to  order  them,  or  to  provide  funds 
for  the  cost  of  them  on  the  security  of  the  ship. 

4.  The  ordering,  by  the  master,  of  supplies  or  repairs  upon 
the  credit  of  the  ship,  is  sufficient  proof  of  such  necessity  to 
support  an  implied  hypothecation  in  favor  of  the  material- 
man, or  of  the  ordinary  lender  of  money,  to  meet  the  wants 
of  the  ship,  who  acts  in  good  faith. 

6.  To  support  hypothecation  by  bottomry,  evidence  of 
actual  necessity  for  repairs  and  supplies  is  required,  and,  if 
the  fact  of  necessity  be  left  unproved,  evidence  is  also  re- 
quired of  due  inquiry  and  of  reasonable  grounds  of  belief 
that  the  necessity  was  real  and  exigent. 

These  principles  are  now  to  be  applied  to  the  case  before 
us.  The  pleadings  make  distinct  issues  upon  the  necessity 
for  repairs,  the  necessity  for  credit,  and  exercise  of  due  dili- 
gence in  inquiry  by  the  lender. 

On  examining  the  proofs  we  find  great  contrariety  in  evi- 
dence, but  we  think  it  sufficiently  established  that  Clark,  the 
master  of  the  Grapeshot,  if  not  guilty  of  actual  fraud,  was 
very  negligent  of  his  duties  as  master. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  answer,  and  the  allegation  is  supported 
by  credible  testimony,  that  the  voyage  for  which  she  was 
originally  destined  was  from  New  York  to  Constantinople, 
and  back.  The  bark  sailed  from  New  York  in  February, 
1857,  and  the  voyage  to  Constantinople  was  accomplished 
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in  due  time;  but,  instead  of  obtaining  a  return  freight  for 
New  York,  the  master  engaged  the  bark  in  a  new  voyage. 
He  purchased  a  cargo  of  salt,  partly  at  Ivica  and  partly  at 
the  Isle  de  Sal,  one  of  the  Cape  de  Verde  Islands,  and  car- 
ried it  to  Rio,  where  he  lay  for  some  time,  then  returned  to 
the  islands  for  another  cargo  of  salt,  with  which  he  arrived 
at  Rio  early  in  January,  1858,  and  remained  there  until  April, 
when  he  finally  took  a  cargo  for  the  United  States ;  not  then, 
however,  for  New  York,  but  for  New  Orleans. 

There  is  some  evidence  that  the  new  voyages  were  for 
purposes  of  private  speculation  by  the  master,  and  this  theory 
receives  partial  confirmation  from  a  letter  written  by  him  to 
the  owner  from  Constantinople,  in  which  he  admits  that  he 
could  obtain  a  paying  freight  for  New  York,  but  states  that 
he  had  determined  to  seek  more  profitable  employment  for 
the  vessel,  in  a  voyage  to  Rio  with  salt.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  appears  that  nothing  was  kept  secret  from  the  owner,  un- 
less it  be  the  fact  of  private  speculation,  for  the  letters  of 
the  master  show  that  he  was  advised  from  time  to  time  of 
all  the  movements  of  the  vessel. 

These  transactions  are  adverted  to  only  because,  though 
having  no  direct  bearing  upon  the  case,  they  cast  some  light 
upon  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  nmster. 

The  liabilities,  except  those  charged  under  date  of  Octo- 
ber Slst,  1857,  which  form  the  basis  of  the  bottomry  bond, 
were  incurred,  if  incurred  at  all,  while  the  ship  remained  at 
Rio,  from  January  2d  to  April  19th,  1858.  They  consist 
of  charges  for  supplies  and  repairs. 

As  to  the  necessity  for  repairs,  the  libellants  have  put  in 
the  depositions  of  Clark,  the  master,  and  of  the  furnishers 
at  Rio.  The  respondent,  on  his  side,  has  put  in  the  deposi- 
tions of  several  seamen  who  made  part  of  the  crew  of  the 
Grapeshot. 

The  evidence  of  these  witnesses  cannot  be  reconciled. 
The  witnesses  for  the  libellants  are  positively  contradicted  by 
the  witnesses  for  the  respondent.  Clark,  for  example,  says 
that  on  the  last  voyage  to  the  Cape  de  Verde  Islands  and 
back  to  Rio,  the  Grapeshot  leaked  badly,  and  that  she  lost 
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nine  hundred  bushels  of  salt  by  the  water  from  the  leaking. 
And,  as  to  the  leaking,  his  testimony  is,  to  some  extent, 
corroborated  by  that  of  the  repairer.  But  three  of  the  crew, 
examined  on  this  point,  testify  positively  that  there  was  no 
damage  from  leaking.  As  to  injuries  to  the  bottom  of  the 
vessel,  and  the  necessity  for  recoppering,  Clark  says  nothing 
in  bis  deposition;  he  merely  states  that  the  accounts  of  the 
material-men  are  just  and  correct,  and  they  testify  that  the 
repairs  and  supplies  were  necessary.  On  the  other  hand, 
some  of  the  crew  testify  that  the  repairs  were  quite  unneces- 
sary, that  the  copper  put  upon  her  was  inferior  to  the  cop- 
per taken  off,  and  that  the  vessel  when  nominally  repaired 
was  less  staunch  than  before.  There  is  more  to  the  same 
effect. 

It  is  said  that  the  evidence  of  the  seamen  is  unworthy  of 
credit.  It  was  certainly  taken  in  a  very  loose  and  unsatis- 
factory way.  But  this  was  the  fault  of  the  commissioner, 
and  not  of  the  witnesses.  On  the  main  points  at  issue  their 
testimony  is  clear  and  distinct  enough,  and  we  perceive  no 
reason  for  discrediting  it. 

We  have  examined  it  with  care,  and,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  whole  evidence  on  both  sides,  it  has  satisfied  us  that 
we  cannot  hold  the  necessity  for  repairs  as  established. 

And  this  view  is  confirmed  by  the  absence  of  any  survey 
or  examination  by  public  authority,  or  by  competent  and 
disinterested  persons  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  ne- 
cessity for  repairs.  In  the  case  of  The  Cognac  the  bottomry 
bond  was  authorized  by  the  French  Tribunal  of  Confmerce 
at  the  port  of  repair,  and  also  by  the  British  vice-consul 
there,  and  yet  the  British  Court  of  Admiralty  disallowed 
some  of  the  items  covered  by  the  bond.*  And  in  the  case 
of  The  Fortitude  the  bottomry  bond  was  supported  by  evi- 
dence of  a  survey,  called  by  the  master  and  conducted  by 
persons  skilled  in  nautical  afiairs.  This  was,  as  the  learned 
judge  observed,  "  what  every  prudent  master  ought  to  do 
under  the  like  circumstances." 

*  2  Hnggard,  877,  887. 
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We  do  not  say  that  such  a  survey  is  indispensable.  No 
doubt  proof  of  the  necessity  and  of  the  extent  of  the  neces- 
sity may  be  otherwise  made.  But  where  the  repairs  alleged 
to  be  made  are  extensive,  and  the  necessity  otherwise  left  in 
doubt,  the  absence  of  such  an  examination  will  go  far  to 
warrant  the  conclusion  that  no  real  necessity  existed. 

The  evidence  in  respect  to  the  bills  for  supplies  covered 
by  the  bottomry  bond  is  not  so  strong  as  to  the  absence  of 
necessity  for  them.  But  there  are  some  items  included  in 
these  bills,  and  particularly  a  very  considerable  item  stated 
as  a  general  balance  found  due  on  a  former  account  of  the 
consignee  of  the  ship,  which  can  hardly  be  regarded  as  sub- 
jects of  bottomry. 

Under  these  circumstances,  if  there  were  any  proof  affect- 
ing the  lenders  with  actual  knowledge  of  the  facts,  it  would 
be  our  duty  to  pronounce  the  bottomry  wholly  invalid.  For 
there  is  no  evidence  that  they  made  any  inquiry  whatever, 
and  the  maritime  law  holds  them  to  reasonable  diligence  in 
this  respect. 

But  mere  omission  to  make  inquiry  will  not  invalidate  the 
bond  altogether.  It  may  be  good  in  part  and  void  in  part. 
And  where,  as  in  this  case,  part  of  the  repairs  and  supplies 
have  been  shown  to  be  necessary,  and  there  is  no  reason  to 
impute  fraud  or  collusion  to  the  lenders,  the  bond,  though 
void  as  to  the  items  of  which  the  necessity  is  disproved  or 
not  shown,  may  properly  be  held  valid  as  to  those  items  the 
necessity  of  which  is  shown. 

Under  the  view  which  we  have  taken  of  this  case  it  is  not 
necessary  to  consider  the  evidence  as  to  the  necessity  for 
credit.  It  may  be  of  use,  however,  to  observe  that  while 
there  is  evidence  to  show  that  the  respondent.  Law,  was  a 
man  of  large  means,  and  known  as  such  by  some  persons  in 
Rio,  the  proof  does  not  satisfy  us  that  the  sura  named  in  the 
bond  could  have  been  raised  on  his  credit  at  rates  more  ad- 
vantageous than  were  actually  obtained,  much  less  that  the 
lenders  in  this  case  could  by  any  diligence  of  inquiry  have 
learned  that  this  might  be  done.  It  is  matter  of  history, 
of  which  the  court  will  take  notice,  that  the  year  1857  was 
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a  year  of  financial  revulsion  and  distress  throughout  the 
greater  part,  if  not  the  whole,  of  the  commercial  world,  the 
effects  of  which  were  still  felt  in  the  spring  of  1868.  In 
such  a  time  proof  of  the  practicability  of  obtaining  funds,  in 
a  port  so  remote,  upon  the  credit  of  the  owner,  should  be 
clear  indeed  in  order  to  affect  a  lender  upon  bottomry  with 
the  duty  of  inquiry. 

On  the  whole  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be 
BBYBRSED,  and  the  cause  must  be  remanded  to  that  court 
with  directions  to  refer  the  accounts  for  repairs  and  supplies 
to  one  or  more  commissioners  experienced  in  commerce  and 
of  known  intelligence  and  probity,  to  ascertain,  under  the 
instructions  of  the  court,  what  portion  of  the  repairs  and 
supplies,  actually  flirnished  to  the  ship,  were  really  neces- 
sary, and  for  the  amount  thus  ascertained  and  approved  by 

the  court  to  enter 

Deoreb  for  the  libbllants. 


Latham's  and  Dbming's  Appeals. 

An  appeUant  has  a  right  to  have  his  appeal  dismissed  notwithstanding  the 

opposition  of  the  other  side. 

These  were  two  appeals  from  the  Court  of  Claims,  in  suits 
against  the  United  States.  They  had  been  passed  at  former 
terms,  and  early  at  this  one.  It  being  alleged  by  Mr.  Hoar, 
Attorney-General,  that  they  involved  a  question  of  public 
interest — to  wit,  the  legal  tender  question — which  he  de- 
sired, for  some  reasons  which  he  stated,  to  have  passed  on 
anew,  he  asked  the  court  to  fix  a  day  at  this  term  for  argu- 
ment upou  them,  it  being  stated  by  him  that  it  was,  in  his 
opinion,  most  desirable  that  the  matter  should  not  be  post- 
poned to  the  next  term.  After  opposition  and  some  delays 
by  Messrs.  GarUsle  and  Merryman^  for  the  appeUanis  respectively ^ 
who  denied  that  any  question  of  legal  tender  was  presented 
in  the  records,  and  asserted  that  the  cases,  whenever  called, 
had  been  passed,  on  an  understanding  by  themselves,  the 
you  iz.  10 
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couDsel  of  the  governmeDt,  and  the  court,  that  if  any  such 
question  were  properly  in  them  it  should  abide  the  decision 
to  be  made  in  Hepbwm  v.  Griswoldy*  then  under  considera- 
tion by  the  court — a  day  was  fixed  for  the  hearing  of  the 
cases.  When  the  day  arrived  the  cases  were  postponed, 
owing  to  another  case  being  before  the  court.  Being  finally 
called,  Mr.  L.  S.  Chaifieldj  with  whom  was  Mr.  Merrynum^  far 
the  appellants  respectively^  offered  a  stipulation  signed  by  them 
in  behalf  of  their  clients,  and  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeals. 
The  Attorney 'General  opposed  the  motion;  stating  that  it  was 
a  surprise  to  him ;  that  he  was  now  prepared  to  argue  the 
cases,  and  desired,  to  do  so. 

After  some  conference  on  the  bench,  where  the  judges  did 
not  seem  to  be  entirely  unanimous,  the  court  withdrew  for 
consultation.  On  their  return,  the  CHIEF  JUSTICE  an- 
nounced it  as  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the  court  that  the 
appellants  had  a  right  to  have  their  appeals  dismissed,  and 
they  were  both  dismissed  accobdinolt. 


The  Johnson. 


steamers  navigating  in  crowded  channels  and  in  the  vicinity  of  wharves, 
must  be  run  and  managed  with  great  caution,  and  with  a  strict  regard 
to  the  established  rules  of  navigation,  including  that  one  which  requires 
them,  when  approaching  ftrom  opposite  directions,  to  put  their  helms  to 
port  If  they  are  about  to  attempt  any  manoeuvre  not  usual  and  clearly 
safe,  such  as  running  in  under  the  bows  of  another  vessel  in  motion, 
they  must  not  only  sound  their  Vhistle  or  give  the  other  proper  signal, 
but  before  attempting  the  manoeuvre  must  be  certain  also  that  the  signal 
was  heard  and  understood  by  the  approaching  vessel. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  in  a  case  of  collision,  th.e  case  being  this: 

All  steamers  navigating  the  crowded  waters  of  the  New 
York  harbor,  were  bound  in  1868  to  obey  the  following 
Bulbs  of  Navigation,  prescribed  originally  for  the  conduct 
of  passenger  steamers,  but  adopted  by  other  vessels. 

*  The  Legal  Tender  Cade,  8  WaUace,  608. 
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''Rule  1.  When  steamers  meet  'head  and  head/  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  each  to  pass  to  the  right,  or  on  the  larboard  side  of  the 
other,  and  either  pilot,  upon  determining  to  pursue  this  course, 
shall  give  as  a  signal  of  his  intention  one  short  and  distinct 
blast  of  his  steam-whistle,  which  the  other  shall  answer  promptly 
by  a  similar  blast  of  the  whistle.  But  if  the  course  of  each 
steamer  is  so  far  on  the  starboard  of  the  other  as  not  to  be  con- 
sidered by  the  rules  as  meeting  <  head  and  head,'  or  if  the  vessels 
are  approaching  in  such  a  manner,  that  passing  to  the  right  (as 
above  directed),  is  unsafe,  or  contrary  to  rule,  by  the  pilot  of 
either  vessel,  the  pilot  so  deciding  shall  immediately  give  two 
short  and  distinct  blasts  of  his  steam-whistle,  which  the  other 
pilot  shall  answer  by  two  similar  blasts  of  his  whistle,  and  they 
shall  pass  to  the  left,  or  on  the  starboard  side  of  each  other. 

"  BuLS  2.  When  steamers  are  approaching  each  other  in  an 
oblique  direction,  they  will  pass  to  the  right,  as  if  meeting  'head 
and  head,'  and  the  signal  by  whistle  shall  be  given  and  answered 
promptly,  as  in  that  case  specified. 

"  BuLE  3.  If,  when  steamers  are  approaching  each  other,  the 
pilot  of  either  vessel  fails  to  understand  the  course  or  intention 
of  the  other,  whether  from  the  signals  being  given  or  answered 
erroneously,  or  from  other  cause,  the  pilot  so  in  doubt  shall  im- 
mediately signify  the  same  by  giving  several  short  and  rapid 
blasts  of  the  steam-whistle,  and  if  the  vessels  shall  have  ap- 
proached within  half  a  mile  of  each  other,  both  shall  be  imme- 
diately slowed  to  a  speed  barely  sufficient  for  steerage-way,  until 
the  proper  signals  are  given^  answered,  and  understood,  or  until 
the  vessels  shall  have  passed  each  other. 

"BuLE  4.  The  signals,  by  blowing  of  the  steam-whistle,  shall- 
be  given  and  answered  by  pilots,  in  compliance  with  these  rules, 
not  only  when  meeting  '  head  and  head,'  or  nearly  so,  but  at  all 
times  when  passing  or  meeting,  at  a  distance  within  half  a  mile 
of  each  other,  and  whether  passing  to  the  starboard  or  larboard. 

"N.  B.  The  foregoing  rules  are  to  be  complied  with  in  all 
cases,  except  when  steamers  are  navigating  in  a  crowded  channel 
or  in  the  vicinity  of  wharves ;  under  these  circumstances  steam- 
ers must  be  run  and  managed  with  great  caution,  sounding  the 
whistle  as  may  be  necessary,  to  guard  against  collisions  or 
other  accidents.'^ 

With  these  rules  in  force,  the  Burden,  a  sniall  propeller 
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tug,  was  towing  up  the  East  Biver  from  Atlantic  Dock, 
Brooklyn,  the  canal  boat  Kate  McOord,  heavily  loaded  with 
wheat,  she  being  fastened  to  the  larboard  side  of  the  pro- 
peller. The  propeller  with  her  tow  was  on  her  way  from 
the  Atlantic  Dock,  on  the  Brooklyn  side  of  the  East  Biver, 
to  Pier  44,  on  the  New  York  side  of  it,  and  in  a  direct  line 
from  the  dock  to  the  pier.  The  tide  was  the  middle  of  the 
ebb,  running  strongly  down.  In  consequence  of  the  shape 
of  the  land  from  Catharine  Ferry  to  Atlantic  Dock,  there  is 
a  strong  eddy  tide  which  runs  up  along  the  Brooklyn  shore 
to  the  upper  side  of  the  Fulton  Ferry  slip,  when  the  tide  is 
running  ebb,  and  tugs  bound. up  seek  that  eddy  tide  for  the 
double  reason  that  they  get  the  aid  of  the  eddy  tide  instead 
of  the  opposition  of  the  ebb  tide,  and  they  avoid  vessels 
bound  down,  leaving  to  them  the  advantage  of  the  ebb  tide 
and  the  breadth  of  the  river.  The  propeller  was,  accord* 
ingly,  going  slowly  up  in  that  eddy  tide  100  to  150  feet  from 
the  Brooklyn  piers,  and  when  she  had  nearly  reached  the 
ferry  slip  she  saw  the  Scranton,  a  large  side-wheel  steamer, 
with  an  empty  barge  on  each  side,  coming  rapidly  down  the 
river,  out  towards  the  middle  of  the  river  just  above  the 
Fulton  Ferry. 

The  Scranton,  when  about  opposite  the  upper  part  of  the 
Fulton  Ferry  slip,  starboarded  her  helm,  and  at  a  rapid  rate 
swept  in,  in  a  curve  toward  the  Brooklyn  shore,  with  the 
purpose  of  running  in  under  the  bow  of  the  propeller,  and 
picking  up  a  boat  lying  on  the  lower  side  of  the  lower  pier 
of  the  Fulton  Ferry  slip. 

The  propeller,  seeing  the  steamer  thus  coming  danger* 
ously  towards  her,  blew  one  whistle,  which  is  the  regulation 
signal  to  indicate  that  she  intended  to  keep  to  the  right,  and 
those  on  the  steamer  testified  that  ihz  blew  two  whistles, 
which  is  the  regulation  signal  that  would  have  indicated  that 
she  was  going  to  the  left;  but  the  men  on  the  propeller  did 
not  hear  the  two  whistles,  and  of  course  gave  no  answering 
signal.  Indeed,  had  they  heard  them,  the  men  on  the  pro- 
peller, as  it  rather  seemed,  could  not  at  that  time  have  done 
anything  to  prevent  the  collision,  situated  as  the  propeller 
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was.  The  result  was  that  the  steamer  ran  directly  into  the 
caual  boat,  which  was  lashed  to  the  propeller,  and  did  her 
and  her  cargo  serious  injury;  also  injuring  herself. 

The  owners  of  the  canal  boat  libelled  both  the  steamer  and 
the  propeller  to  recover  her  damage  by  the  collision,  alleging 
a  joint  or  several  negligence;  and  the  owners  of  the  steamer 
libelled  the  propeller  to  recover  her  damage  by  the  collision, 
alleging  negligence  of  the  propeller  alone. 

The  District  Court  held  that  both  steamers  were  in  fault, 
and  decreed  against  them  jointly  for  the  whole  loss.  The 
claimants  of  both  vessels  appealed  to.  the  Circuit  Court 
That  court  reversed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  so  far 
as  it  affected  the  propeller,  and  charged  the  whole  loss  upon 
the  steamer,  on  the  ground  she  was  wholly  in  fault. 

From  this  decree  the  claimant  of  the  steamer  appealed  to 
this  court,  and  the  libellants  did  Hkewise.  The  evidence  was 
somewhat  voluminous,  but  not  very  conflicting  on  the  ma- 
terial points. 

Mr.  Fiihian^for  the  steamer;  Mr.  Benedki^for  the  propeller; 
Mr.  Van  Santooordy  for  the  canal  boat. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Damages  were  claimed  in  this  case  on  account  of  a  col- 
lision which  occurred  in  East  River,  on  the  ninth  of  Decem- 
ber, 1863,  between  the  canal  boat  Kate  McCord,  and  the 
'steamboat  Joseph  Johnson,  whereby  the  canal  boat  and  her 
cargo,  consisting  of  seven  thousand  bushels  of  wheat,  were 
greatly  injured. 

Prior  to  the  commencement  of  her  trip,  the  canal  boat  was 
lying  in  the  Atlantic  basin  at  Brooklyn,  and  the  proofs  show 
that  she  was  heavily  laden,  and  that  she  was  taken  in  tow 
there  by  the  steam  propeller  William  F.  Burden,  to  be  towed 
up  the  river  to  pier  forty-four,  on  the  New  York  side  of  the 
river,  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  her  cargo  and  deliver- 
ing the  same  on  board  of  the  ship  Whanipoa,  then  lying  at 
that  pier.  She  was  lashed  to  the  port  side  of  the  propeller, 
and  when  the  collision  occurred,  the  propeller  with  the  canal 
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boat  in  tow  was  proceeding  up  the  river  to  the  place  where 
her  cargo  was  to  be  transshipped. 

Lose  was  sustained  by  the  owner  of  the  canal  boat  and 
bj  the  owners  of  her  cargo,  and  they  joined  in  the  same 
libel,  claiming  damages,  as  well  of  the  propeller  to  which 
the  canal  boat  was  lashed  as  of  the  steamboat  Joseph  John- 
son, which  collided  with  the  canal  boat,  and  which  was  the 
immediate  cause  of  the  injury  both  to  the  canal  boat  and  her 
cargo. 

Lashed  to  the  propeller  as  the  canal  boat  was,  she  was  as 
entirely  under  the  control  of  the  propeller  as  if  she  had  been 
a  part  of  that  vessel.  When  they  were  proceeding  on  their 
course  up  the  river,  the  Johnson,  with  two  unladen  canal 
barges  in  tow,  one  on  each  side,  started  from  Corlear's  Hook, 
on  the  New  York  side,  on  a  trip  down  the  river,  inclining, 
however,  towards  the  Fulton  Ferry  dock,  on  the  Brooklyn 
side,  to  a  point  just  below  the  lower  slip  of  that  dock,  where 
she  intended  to  take  another  boat  in  tow.  When  the  boats 
started  on  their  respective  trips  it  was  about  eleven  o'clock 
in  the  forenoon,  and  the  tide  at  that  time  was  half  ebb,  with 
a  strong  current  in  the  channel  of  three  miles  an  hour. 

Vessels  of  that  description  proceeding  up  the  river  on  that 
side,  in  that  state  of  the  tide,  usually  keep  close  to  the  shore, 
as  they  by  that  means  avoid  the  downward  current  in  the 
stream,  and  get  the  aid  of  the  eddy  or  reflex  tide  near  the 
shore,  which  facilitates  their  progress,  and  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  propeller,  with  the  canal  boat  in  tow,  was  pro- 
ceeding up  the  river  along  that  shore  in  the  track  usually 
pursued  by  steam  tugs  in  performing  towage  service  under 
those  circumstances. 

Boats  descending  the  river  at  ebb  tide  usnally  select  the 
middle  of  the  channel,  as  their  speed  is  much  aided  by  the 
current,  and  the  witnesses  generally  concur  that  the  Johnson, 
until  just  prior  to  the  collision,  was  proceeding  down  the 
river  in  a  course  much  nearer  the  centre  of  the  stream  than 
the  ascending  boat  with  her  tow  lashed  to  her  port  side. 

Aided  by  the  current  the  speed  of  the  descending  boat  was 
seven  miles  an  hour;  but  the  propeller  with  the  canal  boat 
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in  tow  was  not  able,  in  ascending  the  river,  to  make  more 
than  three  or  four  miles  an  hour. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  canse,  it  is  admitted  by  the 
master  of  the  Johnson  that  he  did  not  see  the  propeller  until 
she  was  opposite  the  slip  next  above  the  ferry  slip,  and  he  also 
states  that  the  propeller,  at  that  time,  was  about  the  same 
distance  below  the  ferry  that  the  Johnson  was  above  that 
point,  and  of  course  they  were  not  far  distant  from  each 
other. 

They  were  approaching  at  a  combined  speed  of  ten  or 
eleven  miles  an  hour,  but  not  exactly  from  opposite  directions 
nor  on  lines  precisely  parallel,  as  the  Johnson  was  nearer  to 
the  centre  of  the  stream  than  the  propeller,  and  her  course 
was  inclining  towards  the  Brooklyn  shore.  Strong  doubts, 
however,  are  entertained  whether  the  vessels  would  have 
collided  if  both  had  kept  their  course,  but  it  is  not  necessary 
to  decide  that  point,  as  it  is  conceded  that  the  helms  of  both 
were  changed  before  the  collision  occurred. 

Appearance  was  regularly  entered  by  the  owners  of  the 
steamers,  and  the  claimants  of  each  steamer  filed  separate 
answers,  denying  that  their  vessel  was  liable  for  the  injury, 
but  the  District  Coui*t  held  that  both  vessels  were  in  fault, 
and  entered  a  joint  decree  for  the  libellants  in  conformity 
with  the  allegations  of  the  libel.  Dissatisfied  with  the  de- 
cree the  claimants  of  the  respective  steamers  appealed  to  the 
Circuit  Court,  where  all  the  parties  were  again  heard,  and 
the  Circuit  Court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court 
as  against  the  Johnson,  but  reversed  it  as  against  the  pro- 
peller, holding  that  the  Johnson  was  wholly  in  fault  for  the 
collision.  Whereupon  the  claimants  of  the  Johnson  appealed 
to  this  court,  and  the  libellants  also  appealed  from  so  much 
of  the  decree  as  held  that  the  propeller  was  not  in  fault 

All  persons  engaged  in  navigating  vessels  upon  navigable 
waters,  whether  upon  the  seas  or  in  rivers  or  harbors,  are 
bound  to  observe  the  rules  of  navigation  recognized  and 
approved  by  the  courts  in  the  management  of  their  vessels 
on  approaching  a  point  where  there  is  danger  of  collision. 
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Such  rules  are  ordained  aad  administered  to  prevent  col* 
lision  and  to  afford  security  to  life  and  property  exposed  to 
such  dangers,  and  experience  shows  that  if  they  are  season- 
ably observed  and  strictly  followed  sach  disasters  would  sel« 
dom  occur.* 

Rules  of  navigation  are  obligatory  upon  vessels  approach- 
ing each  other  from  the  time  the  necessity  for  precaution 
begins,  and  they  continue  to  be  obligatory  as  the  vessels  ad* 
vance,  so  long  as  the  means  and  opportunity  to  avoid  the 
danger  remain.  They  are  not  strictly  applied  to  a  vessel 
which  is  otherwise  without  fault  in  cases  where  the  proximity 
of  the  vessels  is  so  close  that  the  collision  is  inevitable,  and 
they  are  wholly  inapplicable  when  the  vessels  are  so  distant 
from  each  other  that  measures  of  precaution  have  not  be- 
come necessaiy  to  prevent  a  collision.  But  precautions,  in 
order  to  be  effectual,  must  be  seasonable ;  and  if  they  are 
not  so,  and  a  collision  ensues  because  they  were  not  adppted 
earlier,  it  is  no  defence  to  show  that  they  were  adopted  as 
soon  as  the  necessity  for  the  precaution  was  perceived,  nor 
to  prove  that  at  the  moment  of  the  collision  it  was  too  late 
to  render  such  a  precaution  of  any  service.  Unless  precau- 
tions are  seasonable  they  are  of  little  or  no  use,  as  it  will 
seldom  or  never  happen  that  a  collision  could  be  avoided  at 
the  time  when  it  occurred.! 

Steam  vessels,  independently  of  the  sailing  rules  enacted 
by  Congress,  are  regarded  in  the  light  of  vessels  navigating 
with  a  fair  wind,  and  are  always  under  obligations  to  do 
whatever  a  sailing  vessel  going  free  or  with  a  fair  wind 
would  be  required  to  do  under  similar  circumstances.:^ 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Congress  prescribing 
sailing  rules,  as  well  as  since  that  time,  steam  vessels  ap- 
proaching each  other  from  opposite  directions,  so  as  to  in- 
volve risk  of  collision,  were  required  to  put  their  helms  to 
port  so  that  each  may  pass  on  the  port  side  of  the  other,  and 
the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  that  rule  is  applicable  in  this 


*  Steamship  v.  Rumball,  21  Howard,  888. 

t  The  Goyernor,  1  Clifford,  97.    {  St.  John  v.  Paine,  10  Howard,  688. 
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case,  although  the  collision  occurred  before  that  act  of  Con- 
gress went  into  operation. "^^ 

Suppose  it  to  be  true  that  these  vessels  were  approaching 
each  other  on  interaecting  lines,  so  that  they  would  have  col- 
lided if  they  had  not  changed  their  course,  then  it  is  clear  in 
view  of  the  circumstances  that  each  was  bound  to  port  their 
helm  and  pass  to  the  right,  as  there  was  nothing  to  prevent 
them  from  complying  with  that  well-known  rule  of  naviga- 
tion. They  were  navigating  in  the  daytime  and  in  good 
weather,  and  they  had  an  unobstructed  view  of  what  was 
before  them ;  but  the  Johnson,  instead  of  complying  with 
that  rule  of  navigation,  put  her  helm  to  starboard  for  the 
purpose  of  crossing  to  the  Brooklyn  side  and  taking  another 
boat  in  tow,  which  was  lying  in  the  dock,  just  below  the 
lower  slip  of  the  Fulton  Ferry.  Descending  the  river,  as  the 
Johnson  was,  at  the  rate  of  seven  miles  an  hour,  she  obeyed 
her  kelm  readily,  and  aided  by  the  reflex  tide  as  she  left  the 
stream  she  came  round  quickly  so  as  to  head  towards  the 
shore,  and  as  she  advanced  on  her  new  course  she  struck 
the  canal  boat  on  her  port  side  and  caused  the  injury  de- 
scribed in  the  libel. 

Complaint  is  made  by  the  appellant  that  the  propeller 
was  in  fault,  but  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  what  the 
propeller  did  was  correct,  and  that  she  left  nothing  undone 
which,  under  the  circumstances,  was  required  of  ber  by  the 
rules  of  navigation.  When  the  master  of  the  propeller  saw 
that  the  Johnson  was  heading  directly  towards  the  canal  boat, 
he  ported  her  helm,  which  was  all  he  cpuld  do  at  that  time, 
as  the  collision  was  inevitable.  Some  benefit,  no  doubt, 
resulted  from  the  movement,  as  it  doubtless  diminished  the 
force  of  the  blow  and  lessened  somewhat  the  injury  to  the 
canal  boat  and  her  cargo. 

Unexplained,  the  appellant  concedes  that  the  attempt  of 
the  steamboat  to  cross  the  track  of  the -propeller  before  she 
passed  up,  would  not  be  wari*auted  by  the  .rules  of  naviga- 
tion, but  he  alleges  in  argument  that  the  Johnson,  before 

«  The  Sussex,  I  RobinBon,  276;  The  l^iagara,  8  Blacbford,  87. 
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she  starboarded  her  helm,  gave  Dotice  to  the  propeller,  by 
blowiug  her  steam-whistle  twice,  that  she  intended  to  make 
that  change  in  her  coarse  and  go  to  the  left,  but  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  is  the  other  way,  and  the  theory  of  the  de- 
fence is  expressly  contradicted  by  the  answer,  which  must 
be  regarded  as  alleging  the  true  state  of  the  case. 

Whether  tested  by  the  pleadings  or  the  evidence,  the  ease 
shows  that  the  helm  of  the  steamboat  was  put  to  starboard 
when,  if  changed  at  all,  it  should  have  been  put  to  port,  and 
that  the  steamboat  was  put  upon  a  course  heading  towards 
the  Brooklyn  shore,  across  the  track  of  the  propeller,  before 
the  steamboat  blew  her  whistle,  as  alleged  by  the  appellant. 

Even  supposing  it  were  otherwise,  and  that  the  theory  of 
fact  assumed  by  the  appellant  could  be  sustained,  still  the 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  would  constitute  no  valid  de- 
fence in  this  case,  for  several  reasons,  which  will  be  briefly 
explained:  (1.)  Because  the  respective  vessels,  as  they  ap- 
proached each  other,  were  in  such  close  proximity  that  the 
steamboat  had  no  right  to  insist  upon  any  departure  from 
the  ordinary  rules  of  navigation.  (2.)  Because  any  such 
departure  from  the  rules  of  navigation  as  that  contemplated 
by  the  steamboat,  necessarily  involved  danger  of  collision, 
as  the  propeller  was  nearer  to  the  shore  than  the  steamboat. 
(3.)  Because  the  steamboat,  even  if  she  did  blow  her  whistle 
before  she  starboarded  her  helm,  still  she  had  no  right  to 
change  her  course  until  it  was  certain  that  the  signal  was 
heard  and  understood  by  the  approaching  vessel.  (4.)  Be- 
cause the  signal,  even  if  given  before  the  order  to  starboard, 
was  nevertheless  too  late  to  justify  the  steamboat  in  attempt- 
ing to  cross  the  bows  of  the  propeller;  but  the  court  is  satis- 
fied that  the  signal,  if  given  as  alleged  by  the  apnellant,  was 
not  understood  by  those  in  charge  of  the  propeller,  and  that 
it  was  culpable  rashness,  in  view  of  the  circumstances,  for 
the  steamboat  to  attempt  to  cross  the  bows  of  the  propeller 
before  receiving  any  signal  that  the  propeller  was  willing  to 
co-operate  in  the  proposed  change  of  course. 

Those  on  board  the  steamboat  received  no  answer  to  their 
signal,  and  it  is  reasonable  to  snppose  that  if  they  were  at- 
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tentive  to  their  daties  they  mast  have  known  that  those  in 
charge  of  the  propeller  did  not  understand  their  signal,  and 
consequently  if  they  made  the  proposed  change  in  the  course 
of  their  steamer,  a  collision  would  follow,  and  if  they  did  not 
so  understand  the  matter,  it  was  their  own  fault. 

Viewed  in  any  light,  the  propeller  was  not  at  fault,  and 
the  responsibility  must  rest  on  the  steamboat.  Ourconclnsion 
is,  that  the  Johnson  is  liable  for  the  whole  damage,  and  that 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  should  be  in  all  things  af- 
firmed. 

Appeal  was  taken  by  the  libellants  from  so  much  of  the 
decree  as  exonerated  the  propeller,  but  their  claim,  in  the 
view  of  this  court,  is  against  the  colliding  steamboat,  and  not 
against  the  propeller. 

Decree  in  each  case  affirmed. 


Bonner  v.  United  States. 

The  United  States  cannot  be  saed  in  the  Coart  of  Claims  apon  equitable 
considerations  merely.  Hence  the  holder  of  a  military  bounty^land 
warrant  can  have  no  legal  right  through  that  court,  against  the  United 
States,  for  compensation  on  the  allegation  that  the  goTernment  has 
wrongAilly  appropriated  to  other  uses  the  lands  oeded  for  his  benefit. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Claims ;  the  case  being  this : 

The  State  of  Virginia,  during  the  Bevolutionary  war, 
promised  bounty  lands  to  her  troops,  on  Continental  estab- 
lishment, and  at  an  early  day  set  apart  for  their  benefit  a  tract 
of  country  within  the  limits  of  the  present  State  of  Kentucky, 
which  it  was  supposed  at  the  time  would  be  sufficient  for  the 
purpose.  Recognizing,  however,  that  this  reservation  might 
prove  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  these  troops,  Vir- 
ginia, in  ceding,  March  1st,  1784,  to  the  United  States  the 
territory  beyond  the  Ohio  River,  reserved  all  the  lauds  lying 
between  the  Scioto  and  Little  Miami  Rivers,  to  supply  any 
deficiency  of  lands  in  the  Kentucky  district.    It  was  very 
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soon  raaDifest  that  the  apprehended  deficiency  existed,  and 
the  second  reservation,  therefore,  became  operative.  In  order 
to  ascertain  the  limits  of  this  reservation,  it  was  necessary  to 
find  the  sources  of  these  two  rivers  and  to  run  the  line  be- 
tween  them.  The  execution  of  this  object  was  the  occasion 
of  much  difiiculty  and  the  cause  of  frequent  legislation  by 
Congress.  Two  lines  were  run  by  different  surveyors,  one 
by  Ludlow  and  the  other  by  Roberts.  It  is  unnecessary  here 
to  trace  the  history  of  these  lines,  or  to  show  which  is  scien- 
tifically correct  It  is  enough  to  say  that  Congress,  in  ISIS,"*" 
established  Ludlow's  line  as  the  true  boundary,  and  excluded 
entries  upon  the  tnest  side  of  it 

In  this  state  of  things,  Wallace,  being  the  owner  and  holder 
of  unsatisfied  military  bounty-land  warrants,  issued  by  the 
State  of  Virginia  for  the  services  of  her  troops  on  the  Con- 
tinental establishment  in  the  war  of  the  Revolution,  located 
them,  in  1888  and  1889,  on  lands  which  he  asserted  to  be 
within  the  district  reserved  by  Virginia  to  satisfy  warrants 
of  this  class,  in  her  deed  of  cession  to  the  United  States  of 
March  1st,  1784.  The  entries  were,  however,  made  on  the 
west  side  of  Ludlow's  line.  That  line,  therefore,  excluded 
the  land  on  which  Wallace  located  his  entries,  though  Rob- 
erts's line  included  them. 

The  lands  on  which  the  attempt  was  thus  made  to  locate 
these  warrants  had  long  before  that  time  been  disposed  of  to 
other  parties,  and  the  government  declined  to  recognize  the 
validity  of  Wallace's  proceedings,  and  refused  to  issue  pat- 
ents to  him.  Wallace  accordingly  filed  a  petition  in  the 
Court  of  Claims ;  a  court  which,  by  the  act  constituting  it,t 
has  power  to  hear  and  determine  claims  against  the  United 
Stat^  founded  upon  any  law  of  Oongress^  or  reguUvUcm  of  an 
executive  department j  or  upon  any  contract  with  it,  express  or  im- 
plied. His  claim  was  that  as  the  government  had  wrongfully 
appropriated  the  lands  on  which  the  warrants  were  laid,  and 
as  he  could  not  get  the  lands  themselves,  he  should  be  paid 
the  amount  of  money  received  into  the  treasury  from  their 

•  8  Stat  at  Large,  p.  424.  f  ^^  ^^  Stat  at  Large,  612. 
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sale,  with  intereBt,  or,  in  lieu  thereof,  have  laud  scrip  issued 
to  him ;  the  petitioner  stating  that  he  would  be  satisfied  with 
this,  "  or  with  such  other  mode,  if  any  there  be,  as  will  be 
equitable  and  just. '^ 

Wallace  dying  soon  after,  his  executor  and  devisee,  one 
Bonner,  took  his  place  upon  the  record*  He  insisted  in  the 
Court  of  Claims  that  there  was  no  power  in  Congress  to  estab- 
lish Ludlow's  line  as  the  true  boundary,  since  Virginia  had 
not  assented  to  this  action  on  its  part,  and  since  it  was  de- 
monstrable  that  this  line  did  not  include  all  the  lands  be- 
tween the  two  rivers. 

The  Court  of  Claims,  however,  took  a  different  view  of 
the  obligations  of  the  government,  and  decided  adversely  to 
the  claim  on  its  merits. 

The  case  being  now  here  for  review. 

Mr.  JEToar,  Attorney^  General,  and  Mr.  Talbot,  special  coimsely 
for  the  United  States,  having  argued  the  question  of  merits,  in 
reply  to  Mr.  J.  J.  Coombs,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that 
there  was  a  defect  in  the  appellant's  case  on  its  face;  that  the 
allegation  of  the  petition  was  of  property  held  in  trust  by  the 
United  States  for  the  satisfaction  of  these  bounty  warrants, 
and  of  a  violation  of  this  trust  by  the  trustee;  with  a  prayer 
not  for  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money,  but  in  fact  for  any 
equitable  relief;  that  the  Court  of  Claims  being  created  by 
statute,  its  equitable  jurisdiction  was  to  be  sought  for  in  the 
acts  of  Congress  defining  its  powers;  and  that  there  no  such 
jurisdiction  could  be  found.  It  was  not  authorized  to  give 
judgment  except  upon  the  basis  of  an  act  of  Congress,  a 
regulation  of  an  executive  department,  or  a  contract,  which 
terms  did  not  include  a  case  of  trust  arising  out  of  a  Virginia 
bounty-land  warrant. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

If  the  position  of  the  counsel  of  the  United  States,  that  the 
Court  of  Claims  has  no  authority  to  hear  a  case  of  this  char^ 
acter,  be  well  taken,  we  are  relieved  of  the  necessity  of  de* 
ciding  the  merits  of  the  controversy. 
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The  claimant  ineists  that  there  was  no  power  to  establish 
Lodlow's  line  as  the  true  boundary,  and  exclude  entries 
on  the  west  side  of  it,  as  Virginia  did  not  assent  to  this 
action  on  the  part  of  Congress,  and  as  it  is  demonstrable 
that  this  line  does  not  include  all  the  lands  between  the  two 
rivers. 

If  this  position  be  correct,  this  claim  is  based  on  the  theory 
that  the  United  States  has  violated  the  trust  contained  in  the 
deed  of  cession  of  the  Northwestern  Territory,  and  is  bound 
in  good  conscience  to  furnish  compensation  to  the  Virginia 
beneficiaries  who  suffer  by  this  misconduct.  This  makes  a 
case  for  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity,  and  if  it  were 
a  controversy  between  two  private  suitors,  it  would  have  to 
be  settled  there,  for  a  court  of  law  could  not  afford  the  proper 
mode  and  measure  of  relief.  But  the  Court  of  Claims  has 
no  equitable  jurisdiction  given  it,  and  was  not  created  to  in- 
quire into  rights  in  equity  set  up  by  claimants  against  the 
United  States.  Congress  did  not  think  proper  to  part  with 
the  tK)nsideration  of  such  questions,  but  wisely  reserved  to 
itself  the  power  to  dispose  of  them. 

Immunity  from  suit  is  an  incident  of  sovereignty,  but  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  in  a  spirit  of  great  libe- 
rality, waived  that  immunity  in  favor  of  those  persons  who 
had  claims  against  it  which  were  founded  upon  any  law  of 
Congress  or  regulation  of  an  executive  department,  or  upon 
any  contract  with  it,  express  or  implied,  and  gave  the  Court 
of  Claims  the  power  to  hear  and  determine  cases  of  this 
nature. 

The  inquiry  then  arises  whether  the  present  case,  in  view 
of  this  limited  jurisdiction,  is  one  that  the  Court  of  Claims 
had  a  right  to  consider.  The  answer  to  this  question  seems 
to  us  of  easy  solution.  It  is  not  pretended  that  there  was 
any  regulation  of  a  department  to  justify  the  entries  in  dis- 
pute, and  it  is  certain,  instead  of  having  a  law  of  Congress 
to  rest  upon,  they  were  made  in  violation  of  the  whole  course 
of  legislation  by  Congress  on  the  subject.  Congress  has  not 
only,  in  fixing  the  boundary  line  of  the  reservation,  excluded 
these  entries,  but  has  also  limited  the  time  in  which  the 
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holders  of  warrants  of  the  class  in  question  should  have 
the  right  to  locate  them,  and,  in  addition  to  this,  has  for- 
bidden their  location  on  tracts  of  land  for  which  patents 
had  been  previously  issued,  or  which  had  been  previously 
surveyed.* 

As  the  land  in  question  had  been  previously  patented  to 
individuals,  or  granted  for  the  use  of  schools,  it  follows  that 
the  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  claimant  to  locate  his  war- 
rants on  them  was  contrary  to  law,  and  that  the  claim  which 
he  now  makes  for  compensation,  because  of  the  failure  of 
this  proceeding,  cannot  be  said  to  be  founded  on  a  law  of 
Congress.  Nor  can  it  be  said  to  be  based  on  a  contract  in 
the  sense  of  the  law  conferring  jurisdiction  on  the  Court  of 
Claims.  That  court  was  authorized  to  enforce  legal  rights 
and  obligations,  but  it  could  not  proceed  further  and  judge 
of  the  equities  between  the  citizen  and  his  government.  In 
the  absence  of  legislation  by  Congress  the  holder  of  a  Vir- 
ginia military  bounty-land  warrant  can  have  no  legal  right 
against  the  United  States  for  compensation  on  the  allegntion 
that  the  government  has  wrongfully  appropriated  to  other 
uses  the  lands  ceded  for  his  benefit. 

It  is  only  a  contract  authorized  by  law  that  the  Court  of 
Claims  can  consider,  and  as  there  is  no  law  of  Congress  on 
this  subject  there  is  nothing  on  which  that  court  could  base 
a  judgment  against  the  United  States  if,  in  the  opinion  of 
that  tribunal,  it  had  not  fulfilled  its  duties  towards  the  bene* 
ficiaries  under  the  Virginia  deed  of  cession.  The  liability 
of  the  government,  if  at  all,  arises  out  of  the  breach  of  an 
accepted  trust,  and  that  liability  cannot  be  enforced  at  law. 
The  claimant  is  in  no  better  position  because  the  govern- 
ment is  the  trustee  than  he  would  be  if  a  private  person  oc- 
cupied that  relation,  and  it  is  very  clear,  if  such  were  the 
case,  that  a  court  of  equity  would  alone  have  the  power  to 
deal  with  him. 

As  the  government  has  not  thought  fit  to  allow  itself  to 

*  See  the  following  HCte  of  Congress:  March  28,  1804,  2  Stat  at  Large, 
274;  March  2,  1807,  lb.  426;  April  2,  1818,  8  Id.  428;  March  1, 1828,  8 
Id.  772;  Jaly  7, 1S8S,  6  Id.  262. 
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be  sued  in  the  Court  of  Claims  oa  equitable  considerations, 
it  follows  tbat  the  remedy  of  the  claimant,  if  any  now  exists, 
is  with  Congress. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and  the 
case  is  remanded  to  that  court  with  directions  to  dismiss  the 
petition  for 

Want  op  jurisdiction. 


The  Harriman. 

PeTformance  of  a  contract  of  charter-party  to  proceed  to  a  distant  port  speci- 
fied, made  during  a  war  and  for  the  ohvioas  purpose  of  furnishing  ar- 
ticles to  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  held  not  dispensed  with  by  the  fact, 
learned  in  the  course  of  the  Toyage,  that  the  whole  purpose  of  the  voy- 
age was  defeated  by  the  changed  condition  of  military  operations ;  the 
language  of  the  charter-party  having  been  absolute  in  its  terms,  and 
without  provision  for  any  contingency. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Cali* 
fornia,  the  case  being  thus: 

During  the  recent  war  between  Spain  and  the  Republics 
of  Chili  and  Peru,  the  Spanish  fleet  being  engaged  in  acti\'^e 
hostilities  in  the  South  American  waters  against  the  ports 
of  the  enemy,  required  supplies  of  steam-coal,  and  vessels 
were  taken  up  on  charter,  in  San  Francisco,  to  convey  car- 
goes for  delivery  at  sea  to  the  vessels  of  the  fleet  in  aid  of 
the  hostile  operations  of  blockade  and  bombardment  of  the 
Chilian  ports. 

Among  these  vessels  taken  up  by  persons  watching  the 
operations  of  the  Spanish  fleet,  was  the  ship  B.  L.  Ilurriman, 
which  was  engaged  in  this  service  by  a  charter-party,  under 
date  of  May  4th,  1866,  entered  into  between  one  C.  J.  Jan- 
sen,  her  owner,  a  merchant  of  San  Francisco,  and  a  certain 
Emeric,  as  freighter,  also  a  merchant  of  that  city. 

The  ship  engaged  her  whole  capacity  to  the  freighter,  and 
to  take  no  cargo  except  from  him  or  his  agent,  he  stipulat- 

TOL.  iz.  11 
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ing  to  furnish  a  cargo  of  786  tons  of  steam-coal  (already  laden 
on  board)  and  to  pay  ^^for  the  use  of  said  vessel  during  the 
voyage  aforesaid,  $15  per  ton,  one-half  to  be  paid  here  to  C. 
J.  Jansen,  of  San  Francisco,  two  days  after  the  sailing  of 
the  vessel,  and  the  other  half  to  C.  J.  Jansen,  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, on  receipt  of  cancelled  bill  of  lading  that  the  coal  has 
been  delivered." 

The  owner  stipulated  for  the  freighting  and  chartering 
of  the  vessel  "for  a  voyage  from  San  Francisco  to  Cobija, 
Bolivia,  or  other  ports  in  the  Pacific;  the  port  of  discharge  to 
be  named  before  the  vessel  sails  from  San  Francisco;  such  instruc- 
tions to  be  given  by  letter  in  triplicate,  which  will  contain 
the  privilege  which  is  hereby  given,  that  if  the  vessel  pro- 
ceeds direct  by  the  instructions  given  to  Valparaiso,  the  com- 
manding officer  of  the  Spanish  navy  will  have  the  right  to  receive 
only  a  part  of  the  cargo^  tfie  whoU^  or  nonCj  and  to  send  her^  if 
he  desires^  to  another  port  in  ChUiy  Peru^  or  the  Chincha  Islands^ 
and  in  that  case,  the  vessel  will  immediately  proceed  to  the 
port  which  will  be  named  by  said  commanding  officer^  and  there 
complete  her  discharge." 

The  letter  of  instructions  provided  for  in  the  charter-party 
was  given  by  the  freighter  to  the  master  hi'  the  ship,  under 
date  of  May  14th,  1866,  and  says : 

"  I  hereby  name  you  the  port  of  Valparaiso^  Chili,  as  the  first 
port  you  have  to  proceed  to  on  leaving  San  Francisco,  and  when 
there,  to  report  yourself  to  the  commanding  officer  of  the  Spanish 
navy,  who  will  have  the  right,  &c."  (pursuing  the  privilege  con- 
tained in  the  charter-party). 

The  instructions  proceed: 

"  I  herewith  hand  you  a  letter  for  the  commanding  officer  of  tlie 
Spanish  navy^  at  Valparaiso,  which  contains  the  bill  of  lading  of 
your  entire  cargo  of  coal,  indorsed  to  his  order,  a  duplicate  of  this 
charter-party,  and  of  this  letter  J' 

On  May  17th,  1866,  before  the  ship  sailed,  the  freighter 
addressed  another  letter  of  instructions  to  the  master,  con- 
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taioing  a  copy  of  some  instructions  which  he  had  himself 
received  from  Panama,  and  requesting  the  master  to  follow 
them  so  far  as  he  could.     They  were  thus: 

"  On  receipt  of  this  letter,  if  you  have  not  attended  to  all  our 
outstanding  orders,  you  are  requested  to  suspend  operations 
until  further  ordered,  including  even  the  last  one  thousand  tons 
of  coal,  for  it  is  more  than  possible  that  the  naval  forces  down 
there  will  have  changed  their  base  of  operations.  In  case,  how* 
over,  yon  should  have  taken  up  a  vessel  before  the  present 
reaches  you,  then  you  must  instruct  the  ship  to  seek  after  the  fleet 
between  the  port  of  Valparaiso  and  the  Chinchas." 

On  the  19th  of  May,  the  freighter  gave  to  the  master  the 
liberty  to  call  at  the  Chincha  Islands^  if  wind  and  weather  or 
other  circumstances  favored  his  making  them  unlhSut  prgu- 
dicing  the  freighter's  rights  under  the  charter-party  and  instruc- 
tions. These  islands  are  about  1200  miles  north  of  Valparaiso* 
to  which  place,  it  will  be  remembered,  that  by  the  principal 
letter  of  instructions  the  freighter  had  directed  the  master 
to  go. 

After  the  ship  sailed^  the  owner  wrote  a  letter  to  the  freighter, 
in  which  he  says: 

"In  your  charter  of  the  ship  B.  L,  Harriman  there  is  no  pro- 
vision made  for  the  possibility  of  there  being  nobody  to  receive 
her  (the  ship's  cargo)  on  arrival,  nor  do  I  know  that  the  captain 
of  the  Harriman  had  your  private  instructions  on  this  point. 
At  the  time  of  making  the  charter  we  could  hardly  contemplate 
anything  of  the  kind,  hence  the  omission,  and  wish  you  will 
make  some  provision  in  the  event  such  should  be  the  case,  and 
instruct  me  how  to  act,  that  I  may  communicate  same  to  Cap- 
tain Swenson.'' 

During  the  period  of  this  transaction,  war  existed  between 
Spain  and  Chili.  The  cargo  was  intended  for  the  admiral 
of  the  Spanish  fleet,  then  supposed  to  be  operating  against 
Valparaiso.  The  ship  sailed  from  San  Francisco,  May  22d, 
and  on  May  24th  the  fleet  left  the  coast  of  ChiUy  and  went  to  parts 
unknowny  and  did  not  return  there.    The  ship  arrived  at  the  Chin- 
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chae  AnguBt  3d,  1866,  and  was  there  informed  of  the  bombard- 
ment of  Callao  by  the  Spanish  fleet.  May  2dy  that  the  fleet 
had  been  badly  shattered  and  had  sailed  away;  that  a  regular 
mail  steamer  from  Valparaiso  reported  at  the  Chiuchas  that 
all  was  quiet  at  Valparaiso,  and  that  nothing  was  known  of 
the  fleet.  The  master  also  proved  that  the  coal  would  have 
been  seized  at  the  Chinchas  if  he  had  betrayed  the  objects 
of  the  voyage,  as  the  feeling  was  very  bitter,  and  that  he  be- 
lieved the  coal  would  have  been  instantly  seized  at  Valpa- 
raiso. 

The  ship  returned  to  San  Francisco  without  having  ever 
gone  past  the  Chincha  Islands.  Being  now  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, the  owner  offered  to  deliver  the  cargo  there  to  the 
freighter,  on  payment  of  freight  according  to  the  charter- 
party.  iPayment  of  freight  was  refused  by  the  freighter,  and 
the  cargo  was  demanded  by  him,  which  was  refused  except 
'on  payment  of  freight.  The  owner  sold  the  cargo,  and  the 
.  freighter  libelled  the  ship  for  the  value  of  the  cargo,  and  to 
recover  back  the  amount  paid  under  the  charter-party,  at 
the  outset  of  the  voyage,  as  so  much  freight  paid  in  advance. 
The  owner  justified  the  sale  under  bis  lien  for  freight,  claim- 
ing the  unpaid  charter-money,  and  a  return  freight  at  the 
same  rate  for  the  home  voyage. 

The  District  Court  sustained  the  owner's  right  and  lien 
for  the  unpaid  charter-money,  but  rejected  the  claim  for 
freight  on  the  return  voyage,  and,  as  a  result,  gave  a  decree 
against  the  VQSsel  for  the  balance  of  the  proceeds  in  the 
owner's  hands  from  the  sale  of  the  cargo,  after  satisfying  the 
lien  as  allowed. 

The  Circuit  Court  rejected  the  right  and  lien  of  the  owner 
to  the  charter-freight,  and  gave  a  decree  for  the  proceeds  of 
the  cargo  sold,  and  the  charter-money  paid  at  the  outset  of 
the  voyage. 

The  claimant  appealed  to  this  court. 

Mr.  EvariSyfor  the  appeUani: 

The  real  freighter,  acting  through  the  agency  of  the  libel- 
lant,  a  San  Francisco  merchant,  was  obviously  the  admiral 
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of  the  Spanish  fleet,  and  to  him  the  cargo  was  consigned, 
the  bill  of  lading  indorsed,  and  to  him  the  ship  was  required 
to  report,  and  his  instractions  the  master  was  required  to 
obey.  The  whole  object  of  the  voyage  and  the  whole  motive 
of  the  affreightment,  were  the  supply  of  coal  to  the  Spanish 
fleet,  for  nse  therein,  in  aid  and  support  of  its  hostile  opera- 
tions against  the  Chilian  seaports.  This  service  of  the  ship 
not  only  made  the  cargo^  by  its  destination,  contraband  of 
war  and  lawful  prize  to  the  Spaniard's  enemy,  but  exposed 
the  ship  itself f  thus  made  a  guilty  tender  of  the  Spanish  mari- 
time hostilities,  to  lawful  capture  and  condemnation.  These 
considerations  determine  the  desiinaiion  of  the  voyage  as  the 
Spanish  fleet  off  the  coast  of  ChiHi,  and  limit  the  purpose  and 
the  significance  of  any  reference  to  Valparaiso,  the  Chinchas, 
or  the  other  geographical  or  commercial  points,  to  an  ascer- 
tainment of  the  sUus  of  the  fleet,  within  the  reciprocal  en- 
gagements of  the  charter-party.  The  ports  or  commerce 
of  the  Spaniard's  enemy  were  not  only  wholly  foreign  to 
the  purpose  and  the  terms  of  the  projected  voyage,  but  the 
nature  of  the  enterprise  and  the  interests  of  owner  and 
freighter  alike,  excluded  such  ports  and  commerce  as  an  al- 
ternative resort,  or  even  a  possible  refuge,  unless  from  other- 
wise inevitable  shipwreck.  By  the  very  necessity  of  the  re- 
ciprocal engagements,  therefore,  upon  which  the  project  of 
the  voyage  rested,  the  sHus  of  the  Spanish  fleet,  as  the  ter- 
minus of  the  voyage,  and  the  presence  of  the  consignee,  the 
admiral,  to  receive  the  deposit  of  the  cargo  and  liberate  the 
ship  from  its  transported  burden,  was  within  the  obligations 
of  the^e^Afer,  and  clear  of  any  responsibility  or  venture  of 
the  owner.  The  charter-party,  the  contemporaneous  instruc- 
tions, and  the  last  advices  from  the  Spanish  fleet,  communi- 
cated to  the  master  by  the  freighter,  admit  of  but  one  inter- 
pretation. The  Spanish  fleet  was  to  receive  the  cargo  at 
Valparaiso,  and  the  admiral,  v^thin  certain  limits,  was  to 
direct  its  deposit  or  distribution.  By  the  advices  communi* 
cated  by  the  letter  of  the  freighter  to  the  master,  under  date 
of  May  17th,  an  indulgenee  rather  than  a  right  was  suggested, 
that,  contingently,  the  presence  of  the  Spanish  fleet  between 
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Valparaiso  and  the  Chincha  Islands  should  be  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  its  obligations  in  respect  of  the  geographical 
terminus  of  the  voyage. 

The  ship  sailed  upon  and  completed  the  voyage,  bringing 
itself  within  the  waters  contemplated  as  the  situs  of  the  Span- 
ish fleet  for  the  reception  of  the  cargo.  She  held  the  cargo 
merely  for  delivery,  and  nothing  but  the  absence  of  the 
stipulated  depositary  and  consignee  prevented  the  delivery. 
Within  two  days  after  the  ship  sailed  from  San  Francisco 
(May  24th),  the  Spanish  fleet  voluntarily  withdrew  from  the 
South  American  waters,  and  never  returned.  Thus,  by  this 
voluntary  act  of  the  freighter's  principal  and  stipulated  con- 
signee, the  delivery  of  the  cargo  was  prevented,  its  deposit 
rendered  impossible,  and  the  ship's  master  made  the  freight- 
er's agent,  by  necessity,  for  the  preservation  of  the  cargo. 
The  master  of  the  ship,  observing  all  the  obligations  of  his 
new  and  compulsory  duty,  by  prudent  counsels  and  prompt 
action,  extricated  the  cargo  from  the  destruction  to  which 
the  consignee  had  abandoned  it,  and  the  ship  itself  from  the 
peril  to  which  the  consignee's  desertion  of  his  obligations 
had  exposed  it. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  should  be,  therefore,  re- 
versed, and  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  either  affirmed 
or  modified,  according  as  the  judgment  of  this  court  shall 
be  on  the  question  of  the  earning  of  freight  on  the  return  voyage. 

9 

Mr.  B.  R.  CurtiSy  contra,  contended  that  whatever  expecta- 
tions the  parties  might  have  had,  the  contract  was  an  abso- 
lute contract  to  proceed  to  Valparaiso,  unless  otherwise 
directed  by  the  Spanish  admiral  while  on  the  voyage  to 
that  port;  that  the  meaning  of  the  contract  was  not  to  be 
influenced  by  the  result  of  the  war  in  Chili;  that  the  parties 
not  having  had  an  ex  post  facto  experience,  the  contract  was 
not  to  be  interpreted  by  ex  post  facto  discoveries;  that  the 
contract  had  not  been  performed,  inasmuch  as  the  ship  pro- 
ceeded but  to  the  Chinchas,  twelve  hundred  miles  short  of  the 
proper  port,  and  then,  not  having  found  the  Spanish  fleet,  im- 
mediately broke  up  the  voyage  and  began  her  return  voyage 
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to  Ban  Francisco;  that  the  charterer  had  in  no  manner 
waived  performance,  nor  prevented  it  by  any  fault  of  omis- 
sion or  commission ;  that  as  a  necessary  deduction  from  the 
foregoing  premises  no  freight  had  been  earned,  and  that  the 
owner,  Jansen,  must  account  for  the  full  value  of  the  cargo, 
and  refund  the  half  freight  paid  in  advance.  =*" 

The  learned  counsel  further  argued,  that  it  was  a  propo- 
sition too  clear  for  denial,  and  one  which  had  been  lately 
strongly  applied  in  this  court,t  that  where  a  party  under- 
takes positively  to  perform  a  certain  act  for  a  certain  stipu- 
lated compensation,  he  cannot  claim  the  compensation,  how- 
ever difficult  or  impossible  performance  may  be,  so  long  as 
the  act  remains  unperformed,  unless,  indeed,  the  non-per- 
formance is  owing  to  the  fault  or  omission  of  the  other  con- 
tracting party ;  that  when  a  ship  was  chartered  for  a  port 
known  to  be  blockaded,  or  for  a  port  which  was  subsequently 
put  under  blockade,  the  risk  or  impossibility  of  entry  could: 
never  be  urged  on  behalf  of  the  ship  as  entitling  her  to 
freight,  as  if  the  voyage  had  been  performed,  and  that  the 
same  rule  was  applied  against  charterers.]: 

Mr.  Justice  SWAYNE  stated  the  case,  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  in  admiralty  from  the  decree  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  California. 

The  charter-party,  which  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  eoa^ 
troversy,  bears  date  on  the  4th  of  May,  1866c  The  parties 
to  it  were  Jansen,  the  claimant,  and  owner  of  the  ship,  and 
Emerick,  the  freighter.  Both  parties  were  merchants  of 
San  Francisco.  The  entire  capacity  of  the  shi{>  was  engaged 
to  the  freighter.    He  stipulated  to  furnish  her  a  cargo  of 

»  Portland  Bank  «.  Stubbs,  6  MassachuMtto,  426  f  Benner  v.  Squitable 
Co.,  6  Allen,  222;  Chase  v.  Alliance  Co.,  9  Id.  811. 

t  Dermot  v.  Jones,  2  Wallace,  1. 

X  Scott  o.  Libby,  2  Johnson,  840;  Burrill  v.  Cleeman,  17  Id.  72;  Bright 
V.  Page,  8  Bosanquet  &  Puller,  296,  note ;  Barber  v.  Hodgson,  3  Maule  & 
Setwyn,  267 ;  Hadley  «.  Clarke,  8  Term,  266;  Atkinson  v.  Hitohie,  10  Bast, 
680;  yiierbloom  «.  Chapman,  18  Meeeon  &  Welsby,  280. 
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786  tons  of  steam-coal,  and  to  pay  *^  for  the  ase  of  said  ves- 
sel during  the  voyage  aforesaid,  $15  per  ton  in  United  States 
gold  coin,  one-half  to  be  paid  here  to  C.  J.  Jansen,  of  San 
Francisco,  two  days  after  the  sailing  of  the  vessel,  less  two 
and  one-half  per  cent,  discount  for  cash,  and  the  other  half 
to  0.  J.  Jansen,  of  San  Francisco,  on  receipt  of  cancelled  bill 
of  lading  that  the  coal  has  been  delivered."  The  owner 
stipulated  ^^  for  a  voyage  from  San  Francieco  to  Cobija,  Bo- 
livia, or  other  ports  in  the  Pacific ;  the  port  of  discharge  to 
be  named  before  the  vessel  sails  from  San  Francisco ;  such 
instructions  to  be  given  by  letter  in  triplicate,  which  will 
contain  the  privilege  which  is  hereby  given,  that  if  the  ves- 
sel proceeds  direct  by  the  instructions  given  to  Valparaiso, 
the  commanding  officer  of  the  Spanish  navy  will  have  the  right  to 
receive  only  a  part  of  the  cargo,  the  whole,  or  none,  mid  to  send 
her,  if  he  desires,  to  another  port  in  ChUi,  Peru,  or  the  Chincha 
Islands,  and  in  that  case,  the  vessel  will  immediately  proceed 
to  the  port  which  toill  be  named  by  said  commanding  officer,  and 
there  complete  her  discharge."  In  pursuance  of  the  condi- 
tion of  the  charter-party  Emerick,  on  the  14th  of  May,  1866, 
addressed  a  letter  to  Swenson,  the  master,  in  which  he  said : 
^^  I  hereby  name  you  the  port  of  Valparaiso,  Chili,  as  the  first 
port  which  you  have  to  proceed  to  on  leaving  San  Francisco, 
and  when  there  to  report  yourself  to  the  commanding  officer 
of  the  Spanish  navy,  who  will  have  the  right  to  take  only  a 
part  of  your  cargo  of  coal,  the  entire  cargo,  or  none,  and 
if  he  desires,  to  send  you  to  another  port  in  Chili,  Peru,  or 
the  Chincha  Islands,  in  which  case  you  will  have  to  proceed 
immediately  to  the  port  named  by  said  commanding  officer, 
and  there  complete  your  discharge,  these  conditions  and 
privileges  being  part  of  the  charter-party.  I  herewith  hand 
you  a  letter  for  the  commanding  officer  of  the  Spanish  navy 
at  Valparaiso,  which  contains  the  bill  of  lading  of  your  en- 
tire cargo  of  coal,  indorsed  to  his  order."  On  the  17th  of 
May,  Emerick  addressed  another  letter  to  the  master,  in 
which  he  gave  a  copy  of  the  instructions  he  had  received 
from  Panama,  which  were  as  follows :  ^^  On  receipt  of  this 
letter,  if  you  have  not  attended  to  all  our  outstanding  orders, 
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you  are  requested  to  suspend  operations  until  further  or* 
dered,  including  even  tbe  last  one  thousand  tons  of  coal,  for 
it  is  more  than  possible  that  tbe  naval  forces  down  there  will 
have  changed  their  base  of  operation.  In  case,  however, 
you  should  have  taken  up  a  vessel  before  tbe  present  reaches 
you,  then  you  must  instruct  the  ship  to  seek  after  the  fleet 
between  the  port  of  Valparaiso  and  the  Chinchas.^^  He 
added :  ^^  As  &r  as  it  is  in  your  power  you  are  requested  by 
me  to  follow  the  above  instructions.'^  On  the  19th  day  of 
May,  Emerick  gave  the  master  permission  to  make  the 
Chincha  Islands,  if  circumstances  should  be  favorable,  with* 
out,  however,  prejudicing  his  ^^  rights  under  the  charter* 
party,  and  instructions." 

On  the  22d  of  May,  the  vessel  left  San  Francisco  for  the 
port  of  Valparaiso.  She  was  freighted  according  to  the 
charter-party.  On  the  16th  of  June  following,  Janseu  said 
to  Emeriqk,  by  letter  of  that  date,  ^^  In  your  charter  of  the 
ship  B.  L.  Harriman,  there  is  no  provision  made  for  the 
possibility  of  there  being  nobody  to  receive  her  (the  ship's 
cargo)  on  arrival,  nor  do  I  know  that  the  captain  of  the 
Harriman  had  your  private  instructions  on  this  point  At 
the  time  of  making  the  charter  we  could  hardly  contem- 
plate anything  of  the  kind,  hence  the  omission,  and  wish 
you  will  make  some  provision  in  the  event  such  should  be 
the  case,  and  instruct  me  how  to  act,  that  I  may  communi- 
cate same  to  Captain  Swenson." 

Emerick  made  no  reply.  The  ship  proceeded  to  the  Chin* 
cha  Islands,  and  returned  thence  to  San  Francisco.  Captain 
Swenson,  in  his  protest,  says  that  on  the  4th  of  August  he 
took  a  pilot  on  board  and  ran  in  near  to  the  southernmost 
of  those  islands,  and  ^^  lay  in  close  to  the  land."  He  went 
ashore,  and  learned  that  the  Spanish  fleet  had  hauled  off 
from  the  Chilian  coast,  and  gone  upon  an  unknown  destina- 
tion. After  diligent  inquiry,  he  became  satisfied  that  any 
attempt  to  find  the  fleet  would  be  '^  impracticable  and  fruit- 
less." He  became  satisfied  also  that  it  was  necessary  to  re- 
tarn  at  once  to  San  Francisco,  and  took  his  departure  the 
same  day  on  hb  return  voyage.    He  .considered  his  original 
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voyage  broken  up  by  the  withdrawal  of  the  Spanish  fleet, 
and  the  absence  from  Valparaiso  of  its  commander,  the  con- 
signee of  his  cargo.  Upon  the  return  of  the  vessel  Emerick 
refused  to  pay  the  balance  of  the  freight-money.  Jafisen 
thereupon  landed  and  sold  the  cargo.  Emerick  filed  this 
libel,  seeking  thereby  to  recover  back  the  freight-money  he 
had  paid  and  the  value  of  the  cargo.  The  owner  proved 
that  at  the  time  the  charter-party  was  entered  into  war 
existed  between  Spain  and  Chili;  that  the  cargo  was  in- 
tended for  the  admiral  of  the  Spanish  fleet,  then  supposed 
to  be  operating  against  Valparaiso ;  that  on  the  24th  of  May 
the  Spanish  fleet  left  the  coast  of  Chili  and  went  to  parts 
unknown,  and  did  not  return  there.  He  proved  by  the 
master  the  facts  stated  in  his  protest,  and  further,  that  he 
was  informed  at  the  Chincha  Islands  of  the  bombardment 
of  Callao  by  the  Spanish  fleet;  that  the  fleet  had  been  badly 
shattered,  and  had  sailed  away.  The  master  feared  his  coal 
would  be  seized  at  the  Chincha  Islands,  if  he  betrayed  the 
object  of  his  voyage.  The  feeling  there  was  very  bitter.  ■  He 
believed  the  coal  would  have  been  instantly  seized  at  Val- 
paraiso. 

Thus  the  case  stood  upon  the  proofs.  The  District  Court 
decreed  for  the  owner.  The  Circuit  Court  decreed  against 
him,  and  he  has  brought  the  case  to  this  court  for  review. 

In  settling  the  rights  of  the  parties,  the  inquiries  which 
demand  our  attention  are :  What  was  the  contract  between 
them?  Was  it  fulfilled  by  the  ship?  and  if  not,  was  the 
nonfulfilment  excused  by  fault  or  waiver  on  the  part  of  the 
charterer,  or  by  other  facts,  disclosed  in  the  proofs,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  owner  to  all,  or  any  part  of,  the  freight-money 
stipulated  for  in  the  charter-party  ? 

According  to  that  instrument,  the  destination  of  the  vessel 
was  to  be  fixed  by  letter  before  her  departure  upon  her  voy- 
age. If  it  were  Valparaiso,  the  commanding  officer  there 
of  the  Spanish  fleet  was  to  be  the  consignee,  with  the  right 
to  direct  the  ship  to  proceed  further,  and  deliver  all  or  a  part 
of  her  cargo  ebewhere.    By  the  charterer's  letter  of  the  14th 
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of  May,  Valparaiso  was  designated  as  the  port  to  which  she 
was  first  to  proceed. 

This  destination  was  not  subsequently  changed,  either  in 
fact  or  according  to  the  understanding  of  the  parties.  Erne- 
rick's  letter  to  the  master,  of  the  17th  of  June,  requested 
him  to  search  for  the  Spanish  fleet  between  Valparaiso  and 
the  Chincha  Islands,  but  it  gave  no  intimation  of  a  purpose 
or  willingness  that  he  should  abandon  the  voyage  to  Valpa- 
raiso, as  originally  prescribed,  and  certainly  no  authority  to 
that  efiect. 

The  charterer's  letter  of  the  19th  of  May,  authorizing  the 
master  to  make  the  Chincha  Islands,  expressly  reserved  his 
rights  ^^  under  the  charter-party  and  instructions." 

Jansen's  letter  of  the  16th  of  June  admits  that  the  vessel 
had  sailed  for  Valparaiso,  and  asks  instructions  as  to  the  dis- 
position of  the  cargo  if  the  Spanish  commander  should  have 
lefl  there  before  her  arrival.  The  master  states  in  his  pro- 
test that  his  destination,  upon  leaving  San  Francisco,  was 
Valparaiso.  He  went  no  further  than  the  Chincha  Islands, 
which  were  short  of  that  point  about  twelve  hundred  miles. 
He  made  no  search  for  the  fleet  between  the  two  points,  and 
gave  no  reason  for  breaking  up  the  voyage  and  not  proceed- 
ing to  the  port  of  delivery,  but  the  probable  absence  of  the 
consignee  and  the  peril  there  to  ship  and  cargo. 

The  existence  of  the  war  was  known  to  both  parties  when 
the  contract  was*  entered  into.  The  owner  made  no  pro- 
vision against  any  contingency.  His  engagement  was  sim- 
ple, direct,  and  unconditional,  that  the  vessel  should  proceed 
to  Valparaiso.  The  presence  or  absence  of  the  consignee 
was  immaterial.  If  absent  it  was  the  right  and  duty  of  the 
master  to  place  the  cargo  in  store.*  The  contract  was  not 
fulfilled.  For  this  the  shipper  is  in  nowise  responsible. 
Such  are  the  relations  of  the  parties. 

The  contract  of  aflreightment  is  governed  by  the  same 
principles  as  other  special  contracts.  There  are  none  to 
which  these  principles  are  more  stringently  applied.     The 

*  Fisk  V.  Newton,  1  Donio,  46. 
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contract  is  an  entirety ;  and  where  there  has  been  no  com* 
plete  fulfilment  on  one  side,  and  no  fault  or  waiver  on  the 
other,  no  freight-money  can  be  recovered.  Mr,  Justice  Story 
says  this  is  the  result  of  all  the  cases.* 

In  Paradine  v.  Ja«e,t  the  court  said :  "  When  the  party 
by  his  own  contract  creates  a  duty  or  charge  upon  him- 
self he  is  bound  to  make  it  good  if  he  may,  notwithstand- 
ing any  accident  by  inevitable  necessity,  because  he  might 
have  guarded  against  it  by  his  contract"  Such  has  always 
been  the  rule  of  the  common  law.  If  a  lessee  covenant 
to  repair,  and  the  house  is  burned  down,  he  is  bound  to 
rebuild.  If  a  party  covenant  to  build  a  bridge  and  keep  it 
in  repair  for  a  specified  time,  and  it  be  swept  away  by  an 
extraordinary  flood  before  the  time  expires,  he  must  replace 
it.  A  party  agreed  to  secure  in  England  for  another  the 
exclusive  right  to  make,  use,  and  vend  in  the  Canadas  a  ma- 
chine covered  by  a  patent  from  the  United  States.  It  was 
found  that  this  could  only  be  done  by  an  act  of  the  British 
Parliament  As  such  a  grant,  however  improbable,  was  not 
impossible,  it  was  held  that  the  case  was  within  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Paradine  v.  Jane^  and  that  the  covenantor  was  liable 
for  the  breach  of  his  agreement];  If  a  condition  be  to  do  a 
thing  which  is  impossible,  as  to  go  from  London  to  Rome  in 
three  hours,  it  is  void;  but  if  it  be  to  do  a  thing  which  is 
only  improbable  or  absurd,  or  that  a  thing  shall  happen 
which  is  beyond  the  reach  of  human  power,  as  that  it  will 
rain  to-morrow,  the  contract  will  be  upheld  and  enforced.§ 

The  principle  deducible  from  the  authorities  is,  that  if 
what  is  agreed  to  be  done  is  possible  and  lawful,  it  must  be 
done.||  Difficulty  or  improbability  of  accomplishing  the 
undertaking  will  not  avail  the  defendant.  It  must  be  shown 
that  the  thing  cannot  by  any  means  be  eflfected.  Nothing 
short  of  this  will  excuse  non-performance.^    The  answer  to 


*  The  Nathaniel  Hooper,  3  Sumner,  6^.  f  Alley n,  26. 

X  Beebe  v.  Johnson,  19  Wendell,  600. 

i  Comyn'8  Digest,  96 ;  RoUe,  420, 1.  20. 

II  Touteng  et  si.  v,  Hubbard,  8  Bosanquet  &  Puller,  800. 

f  2  Parsons  on  Contracts,  672;  Beebe  v,  Johnson,  19  Wendell,  600. 
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the  objectioD  of  hardship  in  all  such  cases  is  that  it  might 
have  been  guarded  against  by  a  proper  stipulation.  It  is 
the  province  of  courts  to  enforce  contracts— not  to  make  or 
modify  them.  When  there  is  neither  fraud,  accident,  nor 
mistake,  the  exercise  of  dispensing  power  is  not  a  judicial 
function. 

A  charterer  agreed  to  load  a  ship  at  Liebeau  with  barley. 
The  ship  went  there  to  receive  the  cargo.  The  factors  of 
the  shippers  informed  the  master  that  the  Russian  govern- 
ment had  forbidden  the  exportation  of  barley,  and  that  no 
loading  could  be  furnished.  The  ship  returned  in  ballast. 
The  charterer  was  sued  for  the  breach  of  the  contract.  Lord 
Eenyon  said:  *^I  am  decidedly  against  the  defendant  upon 
the  point  of  law.  It  is  said  in  Coke  Littleton  (1),  that  if  a 
man  be  bound  in  an  obligation  to  A.,  conditioned  to  enfeoff 
B.,  a  stranger,  and  B.  refuses,  the  obligation  is  forfeited,  for 
the  obligor  has  taken  upon  himself  to  make  the  feoffment. 
The  reason  of  this  is  clear.  If  a  man  undertake  what  he 
cannot  perform,  he  shall  answer  for  it  to  the  person  with 
whom  he  undertakes.  I  am  always  desirous  to  apply  the  set- 
Ued  prmciples  of  the  law  to  the  reffulation  of  commercial  dealings,'^* 

A  charterer  covenanted  to  freight  a  ship  at  Gibraltar  with 
a  homeward  cargo.  A  pestilent  disease  broke  out  there,  and 
all  public  intercourse  was  forbidden  by  law.  The  cargo  could 
not  have  been  put  on  board  without  danger  to  all  concerned 
of  contracting  and  communicating  the  disorder.  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  said:  **If  in  consequence  of  events  which  happen 
at  a  foreign  port  the  freighter  is  prevented  from  furnishing 
a  loading  there,  which  he  has  contracted  to  furnish,  the  con- 
tract is  neither  dissolved,  nor  is  he  excused  for  not  perform- 
ing it,  but  must  answer  in  damage8."t 

An  owner,  by  a  charter-party,  agreed  that  his  ship  should 
proceed  from  Liverpool  to  Terceira,  and  deliver  her  cargo. 
Terceira  was  under  blockade,  and  both  parties  knew  it. 
There  was  no  intention  to  break  the  blockade.     The  ship 


*  Blight  r.  Page,  8  Boaanquet  &  Puller,  296. 
f  Barker  v.  Hodgson,  8  Maule  &  Selwyn,  271. 
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did  not  go.    The  owner  was  held  liable.    The  rule  laid  dowa 
Id  Paradine  v.  Jane  was  cited  and  approved. ^ 

A  ship  was  chartered  to  proceed  from  Charleston  to  Rot- 
terdam. She  went  to  London,  and  the  master  learned  that 
if  she  proceeded  to  Rotterdam  she  would  be  liable  to  seizure 
there  and  on  the  way,  and  to  confiscation,  under  a  decree  of 
the  Emperor  Ifapoleon,  for  having  touched  at  a  British  port. 
The  master  refused  to  proceed,  and  landed  the  cargo.  Lord 
EUenborough  said :  ^^  Freight  could  only  be  earned  by  per- 
forming the  terms  of  the  charter-party.''  The  goods  ^*  were 
brought  here,  instead  of  being  conveyed  to  their  port  of 
destination."t  This  case,  in  its  essential  points,  is  strikingly 
like  the  one  under  consideration. 

In  LoriUard  v.  Palmer ^X  the  vessel  sailed  on  a  voyage  from 
Richmond  to  New  York.  Finding  the  Chesapeake  Bay 
blockaded  so  that  it  was  impossible  to  proceed  without  cap- 
ture, she  returned  to  Richmond.  It  was  held  that  the  ship- 
per was  entitled  to  receive  back  his  goods  without  paying 
any  freight 

A  ship  was  chartered  for  a  voyage  from  the  city  of  New 
York  to  the  city  of  St.  Domingo.  The  latter  was  found  to 
be  blockaded.  The  ship  was  turned  away  by  a  blockading 
vessel,  and  returned  to  New  York.  It  was  held  that  the 
charter-party  was  dissolved,  *'  and  all  claim  to  freight  under 
it  gone."  The  court  said:  ^^Nor  is  this  a  case  for  pro  raJla 
freight.  Here  was  no  acceptance  of  the  cargo  at  an  inter- 
mediate port"  It  was  added  that  the  owner  of  the  ship 
may  make  himself  liable  for  freight  by  accepting  the  goods 
short  of  the  port  of  destination,  upon  the  grounds  of  an  im- 
plied contract,  resulting  from  the  partial  transportation  of 
the  goods  and  the  benefit  received.  '^  But  when  the  cargo, 
as  in  the  present  case,  is  brought  back  to  the  port  of  lading, 
no  such  presumption  can  arise.  No  benefit  has  accrued  to 
the  owner,  nor  has  he  done  any  act  from  which  an  implied 
contract  to  pay  any  freight  can  be  raised."§ 

*  Mederos  v.  Uill,  8  Bingham,  286. 

f  Osgood  V.  Groning,  2  Campbell,  4S6.  }  15  Johnson,  14. 

2  Scott  V.  Libby,  2  Johnson,  386;  see  also  Abbot  on  Shipping,  696;  Smith 
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There  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  excuse  the  conduct  of 
the  vessel,  or  to  entitle  the  owner  to  any  part  of  the  stipu- 
lated compensation. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  the  subject  further.    We  think 

the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  was  in  all  things  correct, 

and  it  is 

Affirmed. 


In  the  matters  of  Howard. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  ftind  in  court  to  be  distributed  among  different  claim- 

ants, a  decree  of  distribution  will  not  preclude  a  claimant  not  embraced 
in  its  provisions,  but,  having  rights  similar  to  those  of  other  claimants 
who  are  thus  embraced,  from  asserting  by  bill  or  petition,  previous  to 
the  distribution,  his  right  to  share  in  the  fund,  and  in  the  prosecution 
of  his  suit,  he  is  entitled,  upon  a  proper  showing,  to  all  the  remedies  by 
injunction,  or  order,  which  a  court  of  equity  usually  exercises  to  pre- 
vent the  relief  sought  from  being  defeated. 

2.  The  judgment,  or  decree  of  an  inferior  court,  when  affirmed  by  this 

court,  is  only  conclusive  as  between  the  parties  upon  the  matters  in- 
volved. It  does  not  conclude  the  rights  of  third  parties' not  before  the 
court,  or  in  any  respect  affect  their  rights.  It  acquires  no  additional 
efficacy  by  its  affirmance.  As  an  adjudication  upon  the  rights  of  the 
parties  between  themselves  it  has  the  same  operation  before  as  after  its 
affirmance. 
8.  Accordingly  where  a  decree  of  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States, 
affirmed  by  this  court,  had  determined  that  the  complainants  and  cer- 
tain  intervening  claimants,  were  entitled  to  a  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 
receiver  of  the  court,  and  ordered  the  distribution  of  the  fund  among 
them,  it  was  held  that  it  did  not  preclude  third  parties  from  proceeding 
by  bill  to  assert  their  claims  to  share  in  the  fund,  before  its  distribu- 
tion ;  and  to  prevent  such  distribution,  before  their  claims  could  be  con- 
sidered and  determined,  they  were  entitled,  upon  presenting  a  primd 
facie  case,  to  a  restraining  order  or  injunction  from  the  court. 

Thesb  were  two  motions  which  were  heard  together,  as 
they  involved  a  consideration  of  similar  questions,  and  grew 
out  of  the  same  facts.    The  first  motion  was  for  a  peremptory 

V,  Wilson,  lb.  267, 469 ;  Lidard  o.  Lopez,  lb.  453 ;  Benner  v.  Equitable  Ins. 
Co.,  6  Allen,  222,*  Chase  v.  Alliance  Ins.  Co.,  9  Id.  81 1 ;  Atkinson  v.  Kichey, 
10  East,  681 ;  Vliebroom  r.  Chapman,  18  Meeson  &  Welsby,  280. 
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mandamus  to  the  judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Iowa  (the  alternative  writ  having 
been  heretofore  issued  and  returned),  commanding  them  to 
execute  a  decree  of  that  court  rendered  in  the  case  of  Howard 
and  others  v.  The  City  of  Davenport  and  others,  by  distributing 
certain  funds  in  its  custody.  The  second  motion  was  to 
dismiss  the  appeal  from  the  final  decree,  rendered  in  a  subse- 
quent suit,  affecting  the  distribution  of  those  funds. 

The  facts  out  of  which  these  cases  arose,  were  substan- 
tially as  follows : 

In  1854  the  legislature  of  Iowa  incorporated  a  company, 
styled  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  Railroad  Company,  to 
construct  a  railroad  from  Davenport  to  Council  Bluffs,  in  that 
State,  with  a  branch  to  Oskaloosa.  To  raise  the  necessary 
funds  for  the  construction  of  the  road  the  company  executed, 
previous  to  1861,  several  mortgages  upon  its  property  to  se- 
cure its  bonds,  issued  at  different  times,  amounting  to  over 
six  millions  of  dollars.  The  company  also  received,  pre- 
vious to  1861,  in  payment  of  subscriptions  of  stock,  bonds 
to  a  large  amount  of  certain  cities  and  counties  in  the  State, 
through  which  the  road  was  located,  the  payment  of  which 
bonds  was  guaranteed  by  a  special  indorsement  upon  each. 
With  the  guaranty  of  this  indorsement  it  disposed  of  the 
bonds  to  different  parties. 

In  1865  the  company  became  embarrassed  and  insolvent, 
and  in  February,  1866,  a  suit  was  brought  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Iowa  for  the 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgages  upon  its  property.  In  May . 
following  the  suit  resulted  in  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the 
property,  and  in  July  of  the  same  year  a  sale  was  made  under 
the  decree,  by  a  master  in  chancery,  to  the  Chicago,  Rock 
Island,  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  a  corporation  created 
by  the  State  of  Iowa.  The  foreclosure  and  sale  were  made 
pursuant  to  an  arrangement  entered  into  between  the  stock- 
holders and  the  greater  number,  but  not  all,  of  the  bond- 
holders, and  other  creditore  of  the  company,  by  which  it  was 
agreed  that  the  sum  of  $5,500,000  in  bonds  of  the  purchas- 
ing company  should  be  given  for  the  property,  and  applied 
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to  the  payment  of  the  bonds  secured  by  the  different  mort- 
gages of  the  insolvent  company,  in  conformity  with  a  speci- 
fied scale,  with  the  exception  of  an  amount  equal  to  sixteea 
per  cent,  on  the  capital  stock  of  that  company,  namely, 
$552,400,  which  should  go  to  its  stockholders. 

Previous  to  this  time  Mark  Howard  and  John  Weber  had 
severally  recovered  judgments  against  the  city  of  Davenport, 
and  also  against  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  Railroad  Com- 
pany, upon  certain  bonds  .issued  by  that  city  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  the  railroad,  and  guaranteed  by  that  com- 
pany. In  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  to  be  received 
upon  the  sale  of  the  property  of  the  insolvent  company  no 
provision  was  made  for  the  payment  of  these  judgments,  and 
on  the  9th  of  July,  1866,  the  day  on  which  the  sale  mentioned 
under  the  decree  of  foreclosure  was  made,  Howard  and  We- 
ber brought  a  suit  in  equity  in  the  same  court  against  the 
parties  to  the  foreclosure  suit  to  obtain  payment  of  their  de- 
mands out  of  the  proceeds,  which,  by  the  arrangement  men- 
tioned, were  to  go  to  the  stockholders.  In  their  bill  they 
set  forth  the  judgments  recovered  by  them  against  the  Mis- 
sissippi and  Missouri  Railroad  Company ;  that  the  company 
was  insolvent;  that  all  its  property  had  been  sold  under  the 
decree  of  foreclosure ;  and  that  there  was  no  other  property 
out  of  which  these  judgments  could  be  made  than  the 
$552,400  which  was  to  be  received  by  the  stockholders  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 

During  the  progress  of  the  suit  fourteen  other  persons  ap- 
^peared  and  presented  claims  of  a  similar  character,  to  an 
amount  exceeding  seven  hundred  thousand  dollars,  against 
the  Rame  fund.  These  parties  are  designated  in  the  pro- 
ceedings as  "  intervening  claimants  joining  in  the  bill."  On' 
application  of  the  complainants  and  these  intervening  claim- 
ants a  receiver  was  appointed  by  the  court  to  collect  and  hold 
the  fuiid  which  they  were  seeking  to  subject  to  the  payment 
of  their  claims.  This  officer  subsequently  received  from  the 
Chicago,  Rock  Island,  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  the 
purchasing  company,  in  its  first  mortgage  bonds,  with  in- 
terest coupons  attached,  the  amount  which  was  to  go  to  the 
vol..  IX.  12 
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stockhoIderB  of  the  insolvent  company,  and  has  ever  since 
held  the  same  in  his  custody,  subject  to  the  order  of  the 
court. 

In  May,  1868,  a  final  decree  was  rendered  in  the  suit,  ad- 
judging that  the  complainants  and  intervening  claimants 
were  entitled,  as  creditor  of  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri 
Railroad  Company,  to  so  much  of  the  purchase-money  of  its 
property  as  was  agreed  to  be  reserved  for  the  stockholders ; 
and  directing  the  purchasing  conrpany  to  pay  the  same,  less 
a  small  sum  allowed  for  over-payment,  in  cash  or  its  bonds, 
to  the  receiver;  and  directing  the  receiver,  if  paid  in  bonds, 
to  convert  the  bonds  into  money,  and,  after  satisfying^ certain 
costs,  distribute  the  proceeds  to  the  complainants  and  inter- 
vening claimants  pro  ratay  in  proportion  to  the  amounts  of 
their  respective  claims,  which  were  stated.  On  appeal  to  this 
court  this  decree  was  affirmed,  and  the  mandate  to  the  Circuit 
Court,  issued  in  pursuance  of  the  judgment  of  affirmance, 
commanded  ^^  that  such  execution  and  proceedings  be  had 
in  said  cause,  as  according  to  right  and  justice,  and  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  ought  to  be  had,  the  said  appeal  not- 
withstanding." 

Whilst  the  appeal  was  pending  Frederick  A.  Foster  pre. 
sented  a  petition  to  the  Circuit  Court,  setting  forth  that  he 
was  a  holder  of  certain  bonds  of  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri 
Bail  road  Company,  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  its  property, 
which  had  never  been  paid;  that  he  was  not  a  party  to  the 
arrangement  by  which,  upon  a  sale  of  the  property,  as  already 
mentioned,  a  certain  portion  of  the  proceeds  received  were 
to  be  paid  to  the  stockholders,  and  insisting  that  the  fund 
thus  realized  was  applicable  to  the  payment  of  these  bonds, 
and  praying  for  an  order  restraining  the  distribution  of  the 
fund  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  and  directing  that  upon 
proper  pleadings  an  issue  be  joined  between  the  petitioner 
and  other  holders  of  bonds  who  never  assented  to  the  ar- 
rangement mentioned,  and  the  complainants  and  intervenors, 
to  settle  the  priorities  of  the  parties  in  an  application  of  the 
fund. 

Subsequently  three  other  parties,  McCollum,  Bard  well,  and 
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McComb,  presented  similar  petitions  to  the  Circuit  Court, 
setting  forth  that  they  were  also  holders  of  bonds  of  the  in- 
solvent railroad  company,  which  had  never  been  paid,  and 
asking  that  the  proceeds  derived  from  a  sale  of  its  property, 
in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  be  applied  to  the  payment  of 
these  bonds,  in  preference  to  the  claims  of  any  parties  to  the 
suit  of  Howard  and  others. 

In  May,  1869,  the  court  denied  the  prayer  of  the  petition- 
ers, but  allowed  them  to  file  their  petitions,  and  required 
them  to  file  a  consolidated  bill  at  the  next  term  of  the  court 
against  all  the  parties  to  the  suit,  setting  up  their  respective 
claims  with  greater  particularity  than  in  the  petitions. 

In  July  following,  the  petitioners,  Foster,  McCollum,  Bard- 
well,  and  McComb,  filed  their  consolidated  bill  against  How- 
ard and  all  the  other  parties  to  the  original  suit,  asserting 
their  claims  as  mortgage  bondholders  to  the  fund  in  the  hands 
of  the  receiver.  The  bonds  amounted  to  about  seventy-two 
thousand  dollars,  with  large  arrears  of  interest,  for  which 
they  claimed  a  lien  upon  the  fund  in  preference  to  the  claims 
of  Howard  and  others,  and  if  that  was  not  allowed,  then 
they  claimed  the  right,  as  general  creditors,  to  share  with 
them  in  the  distribution  of  the  fund. ' 

All  the  defendants  answered  the  bill,  denying  that  the  com- 
plainants had  any  lien  on  the  fund  as  mortgagees,  or  any 
right  to  the  fund  as  general  creditors,  and  contending  that 
if  they  were  such  creditors,  the  defendants  were  entitled,  as 
a  reward  of  their  superior  diligence,  to  be  first  paid  out  of 
fhe  fund.  No  objection  was  made  by  them  that  after  a  final 
decree,  affirmed  by  this  court,  directing  a  distribution  of  the 
fund,  it  was  too  late  for  the  complainants  to  file  their  bill  to 
reach  the  fund,  or  to  share  in  its  distribution. 

In  November,  1869,  the  Circuit  Court  heard  the  case  and 
rendered  a  final  decree,  rejecting  the  claim  of  McCollum, 
and  allowing  the  claims  of  the  other  three  complainants, 
Foster,  Bardwell,  and  McComb,  to  a  limited  amount  as 
general  creditors. 

From  this  decree  the  complainants  appealed :  McCollum, 
because  his  claim  Was  entirely  rejected ;  Foster,  Bardwell, 
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and  McOomb,  because  they  were  allowed  to  come  in  only  as 
general  creditors.   The  appeal  was  now  pending  in  this  court. 

After  this  appeal  was  perfected,  Howard  and  others,  the 
complainants  and  intervening  claimants  in  the  original  suit, 
applied  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  a  rule  on  the  receiver  to 
proceed  to  execute  the  decree  rendered  therein  by  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  fund  in  his  hands,  as  provided  by  the  decree 
in  that  case,  notwithstanding  the  appeal  of  Foster  and  his 
associates,  or  of  any  of  them;  or  in  case  the  court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  motion  could  not  be  granted  in  full,  that 
then  the  receiver  should  be  ordered  to  proceed  to  execute 
the  decree,  except  as  to  such  portion  of  the  fund  as  to  which 
execution  was  suspended  by  order  of  the  court  made  at  the 
May  Term.     This  motion  the  Circuit  Court  denied. 

The  same  parties  then  applied  to  this  court  for  a  writ  of 
mandamus  to  the  judges  of  that  court,  commanding  them 
forthwith  to  execute  the  decree  rendered  at  the  May  Term, 
1868,  and  affirmed  by  this  court,  or  to  execute  the  decree 
by  distributing  all  the  fund,  excepting  sufficient  to  cover  the 
claims  of  the  appellants.  This  court,  as  is  usual  in  applica- 
tions for  a  mandamus,  on  &primd  facie  showing,  allowed  the 
alternative  writ,  which  being  returned,  the  parties  now  asked 
for  the  peremptory  writ.  The  parties  at  the  same  time  moved 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  from  the  final  decree  in  the  above  suit 
of  Foster  and  his  associates. 

Messrs.  Grant  and  Rogers^  in  support  of  the  motions: 

1.  A  judgment  or  decree  affirmed  by  this  court  cannot  b^ 
altered  by  new  pleadings  or  evidence  in  the  court  below, 
but  must  be  executed  in  the  exact  manner  in  which  it  is 
affirmed.     Such  is  the  rule  in  the  State  courts.* 

The  question  has  been  conclusively  settled  in  this  court 
by  a  series  of  decisions.f    In  Sibbald's  case  this  court  said 

»  Ogdon  V,  Bowen,  4  Scammon,  801;  Abrams  v,  Lee,  14  Illinois,  167; 
Ohickering  v.  Failes,  29  Illinois,  802 ;  Biscoe  v.  Tucker,  14  Arkansas,  616, 
628;  Miner  v.  Medberry,  7  Wisconsin,  100,  102;  Young  v.  Frost,  1  Md. 
Cban.  877. 

t  Cameron  v.  McBoberts,  8  Wbeaton,  601 ;  Brocket  v.  Brocket,  2  Howard, 
288;  MoMicken  v.  Perrin,  18  Id.  607,  611. 
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that  ^^no  principle  is  bettor  settled,  or  of  more  universal 
application,  than  that  no  court  can  reverse  or  annul  its  final 
decrees  or  judgments,  for  errors  of  fact  or  law,  after  the  term 
at  which  they  have  been  rendered,  unless  for  clerical  mis- 
takes, or  to  reinstate  a  cause  dismissed  by  mistake ;  from 
which  it  follows,  that  no  change  or  modification  can  be  made 
which  may  substantially  vary  or  afiect  it  in  any  material 
thing.  Bills  of  review  in  cases  of  equity,  and  writs  of  error 
cwam  nobiSy  at  law,"  they  say,  "are  exceptions,  which  can- 
not affect  the  present  motion."    They  add  : 

"  When  the  Supreme  Court  have  executed  their  power  in 
a  cause  before  them,  and  it  requires  fui*ther  action,  it  sends  a 
mandate  to  the  court  below.  Whatever  is  before  this  court, 
and  is  disposed  of,  is  considered  finally  settled.  The  inferior 
court  is  bound  by  the  law  of  the  case,  and  must  carry  it  into 
execution  according  to  the  mandate.  They  cannot  vary  or 
examine  it  for  any  other  purpose  than  execution,  or  give  any 
other  or  further  relief,  or  review  it  upon  any  matter  decided 
on  appeal  for  error  apparent,  or  intermeddle  with  it  further 
than  to  settle  so  much  as  has  been  remanded.  After  a  man- 
date, no  rehearing  will  be  granted.  It  is  never  done  in  the 
House  of  Lords.  And  on  a  subsequent  appeal  nothing  is 
brought  up  but  the  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  man- 
date."* 

2.  If  it  be  argued  that  Foster  and  others  were  not  parties 
to  the  decree  and  not  bound  by  it,  we  answer,  that  if  all  the 
necessary  parties  were  not  before  the  court  when  the  case 
was  originally  heard,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  require 
the  plaintiffs  to  bring  them  in,  and  a  failure  to  do  so  was 
ground  of  error  in  that  cause. 

But  this  court,  in  affirming  the  decree,  decided  that  neither 
the  bondholders  nor  stockholders  wei'e  necessary  parties,  and 
ihey  held,  by  implication  at  least,  that  nx>  other  parties  were 
necessary,  and  the  plaintiffs  in  Howard's  suit  had  a  right  to 

•  Bz  ptrte  Sibbalds,  12  Peters,  4S8,  492;  Wuhington  Bridge  Oompany  v. 
Stewart,  8  Howard,  413 ;  Ohairee  v.  The  United  SUtea,  8  Howard,  611-620; 
Bank  United  SUtes  9.  Mom,  6  Howard,  81-41 ;  Southard  v.  RusseU,  16 
Howard,  647,  671 ;  McLaughlin  v.  O'Bourke,  12  Iowa,  469,  668. 
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file  a  bill  as  general  creditors  for  themselves  aloue,  and  thus 
gain  as  at  law  a  preference  bj  the  judgment  in  their  favor 
over  other  creditors  of  the  same  degree  who  may  not  have 
used  equal  diligence.*   No  right  to  intervene  in  this  cause.! 

Messrs.  F.  WUhrow  and  S.  W.  Fuller^  contra^  citing  Gillespie 
V.  Alexander yX  Williams  v.  Gibbsjk  and  other  English  and 
American  cases. 

Mr.  Justice  FIELD,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows: 

There  is  no  ground  for  supposing  any  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  circuit  judges,  or  of  either  of  them,  to  evade  or 
disobey  the  mandate  of  this  court.  Their  action  has  been 
dictated  entirely  from  an  opinion  held  by  them  that  parties 
asserting  a  right  to  share  in  a  common  fund  in  the  custody 
of  the  court,  and  presenting  a  jnimi  fade  case  in  support  of 
such  asserted  right,  are  entitled  to  be  heard  at  any  time  be- 
fore its  actual  distribution,  although  a  decree  ordering  such 
distribution  in  a  litigation  between  other  parties  may  have 
been  entered.  Whether  in  this  opinion  they  are  sustained 
by  the  law,  is  the  question  presented  for  our  consideration. 
We  are  not  called  upon  to  determine  the  character  of  the 
claims  presented,  whether  they  constitute  liens  upon  the 
fund  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  or  stand  as  simple  debts 
against  an  insolvent  company,  or  whether  the  right,  if  any 
ever  existed,  of  the  holders  to  share  in  the  fund  has  been 
lost  by  their  laches.  The  question  is  not  as  to  the  merits  of 
the  claims,  but  whether  the  Circuit  Court  was  forbidden  by 
the  force  of  its  previous  decree,  when  affirmed  by  this  court, 
trom  considering  the  claims  at  all. 

*  Gordon  v.  Lowell,  Si  Maine,  261 ;  Lucas  «.  Atwood,  2  Stewart,  878 ; 
Corning  v.  White,  2  Paige,  567 ;  Ogilvie  v,  Knox  Insarance  Company,  2 
Black,  589. 

t  Brunaon  v.  Bailroad  Company,  2  Black,  524;  United  States  Bank  v. 
Burke,  4  Blackford,  145 ;  George  v.  Williamson,  26  Missouri,  190;  Myers  «l 
Zanesville  Co.,  11  Ohio,  278;  Same  v.  Same,  18  Ohio,  197. 
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Undoubtedly  it  is  the  duty  of  all  inferior  courts  to  yield 
a  prompt  obedience  to  the  mandate  of  this  court,  or,  in  other 
words,  to  treat  as  conclusive  the  judgment  of  this  court  upon 
the  law  and  facts  presented  to  it  in  appropriate  form  for  con- 
sideration. Any  other  conduct  would  be  subversive  of  the 
relation  which  the  Constitution  intends  that  inferior  tribunals 
shall  bold  to  this  court  But  the  obedience  thus  due  is  not 
a  blind  obedience,  acting  upon  the  letter  of  the  judgment 
'  affirmed,  or  mandate  ordered,  without  any  consideration  of 
the  rights  of  persons  not  parties  to  the  litigation  in  which 
the  judgment  was  entered.  The  judgment  of  an  inferior 
court,  when  affirmed  by  this  court,  is  only  conclusive  as  be- 
tween the  parties  upon  the  matters  involved.  Viewed  sim- 
ply as  an  adjudication  between  them,  it  is  not  open  to  ques- 
tion. It  must  be  followed  and  obeyed.  The  inferior  court 
cannot  reopen  the  case  and  allow  new  proceedings  to  be  taken, 
or  further  evidence  to  be  given,  or  new  defences  to  be  offered, 
upon  any  ground  whatever.  It  must  execute  the  judgment 
or  decree,  and  only  for  that  purpose  has  it  any  authority 
over  it.  Such  is  the  purport  of  the  numerous  cases  cited  by 
the  counsel  for  the  relators.  But  they  go  no  further.  fTone 
of  them  suggest  even  the  proposition  that  the  judgment  or 
decree  affirmed  concludes  the  rights  of  third  parties  not  be- 
fore the  court,  or  in  any  respect  affects  their  rights.  It  would 
have  been  against  all  principle  and  all  reason  had  they  asserted 
anything  of  the  kind.  There  is,  indeed,  a  class  of  cases  af- 
fecting the  personal  status  of  parties,  in  which  a  judgment 
necessarily  binds  the  whole  world,  but  it  is  not  of  these  we 
are  speaking.  We  refer  to  judgments  at  law  or  decrees  in 
chancery,  affecting  rights  of  parties  to  property.  They  bind 
only  the  parties  before  the  court  and  those  who  stand  in 
privity  with  them. 

The  counsel  of  the  relators  seek  to  apply  the  conclusive 
character  of  such  judgments  and  decrees  between  parties  to 
persons  not  parties,  under  the  supposition,  it  would  seem 
from  their  argument,  that  they  require  some  additional  effi- 
cacy from  their  affirmance  by  this  court  But  they  acquire 
no  additional  efficacy  by  such  affirmance.    As  adjudications 
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upon  the  rights  of  the  parties  between  themselves  they  have 
the  same  operation  before  as  after  their  affirmance. 

The  decree  in  the  case  of  Howard  and  others  v.  I%e  CT^y  of 
Davenport  and  others,  determined  that  the  complainants  and 
the  intervening  claimants  were  entitled  to  the  fund  in  the 
hands  of  the  receiver  as  against  the  defendants.  It  did  not 
determine,  and  could  not  determine,  that  Foster  and  his 
associates  had  not  equal  or  greater  claims  to  the  fund  than 
either  of  those  parties.  They  had,  therefore,  the  same  right 
to  proceed  by  bill  or  other  appropriate  remedy,  if  there  be 
one,  to  assert  any  claims  or  equity  to  the  fund  which  they 
possessed,  as  they  might  have  done  if  no  such  suit  as  that 
of  Howard  and  others  v.  The  City  of  Davenport  and  others,  had 
ever  been  commenced  or  carried  to  final  decree.  And  in 
the  prosecution  of  their  suit  they  were  entitled,  upon  a 
proper  showing,  to  all  the  remedies  by  injunction  or  order, 
which  a  court  of  equity  usually  exercises  to  prevent  the  re- 
lief sought  from  being  defeated. 

The  general  doctrine  that  where  there  is  a  fund  in  court 
to  be  distributed  among  different  claimants,  a  decree  of  dis- 
tribution will  not  preclude  a  claimant  not  embraced  in  its 
provisions,  but,  having  rights  similar  to  those  of  other  claim- 
ants who  are  thus  embraced,  from  asserting  by  bill  or  peti- 
tion his  right  to  share  in  the  fund,  is  established  by  numer- 
ous authorities,  both  in  England  and  the  United  States. 
Several  of  these  are  cited  by  counsel,  to  two  of  which  we 
will  refer.  The  first  is  that  of  Gillespie  v.  Aleocander*  That 
was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  General 
Gillespie.  After  several  debts  against  the  estate  had  been 
proved  before  a  master  and  been  paid,  the  court,  in  January, 
1826,  decreed  a  distribution  of  the  resiiiue  of  the  fund  in 
court  to  the  unsatisfied  legatees.  In  November,  subsequently, 
a  party  appeared  claiming  to  be  a  creditor  of  Gillespie,  and 
petitioned  the  court  for  liberty  to  prove  his  demand,  and 
liberty  was  given.  In  July  of  the  following  year  the  master 
reported  that  there  was  due  the  petitioner  over  sixteen  hun- 

«  8  BotteH,  180. 
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dred  poands.  In  the  meantime  the  fund  had  been  appor- 
tioned nnder  the  decree,  and  part  of  it  had  been  paid  in  dis- 
charge of  some  of  the  legacies.  The  master  of  the  rolls 
ordered  that  the  debt  to  the  petitioner  should  be  apportioned 
among  the  fands  of  the  different  legatees,  whose  legacies 
still  remained  in  coart,  observing  that  the  legatees  were  not 
without  remedy,  as  they  could  call  on  the  other  legatees  to 
contribute.  From  this  order  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
chancellor,  and  the  principal  objection  urged  to  the  order 
was  similar  to  the  objection  urged  in  this  case,  that  the 
creditor  was  concluded  by  the  decree  directing  distribution, 
but  Lord  Eldon,  in  deciding  the  appeal,  said : 

'^Although  the  language  of  the  decree,  where  an  account 
of  debts  is  directed,  is  that  those  i;«ho  do  not  come  in  shall 
be  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  that  decree,  yet  the  course 
is  to  permit  a  creditor,  he  paying  the  costs  of  the  proceed- 
ings, to  prove  his  debt,  as  long  as  there  happens  to  be  a  re- 
siduary fund  in  court,  or  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  and 
to  pay  him  out  of  that  residue.  If  a  creditor  does  not  come 
in  till  after  the  executor  has  paid  away  the  residue,  he  is  not 
without  a  remedy,  though  he  is  barred  the  benefit  of  that 
decree.  If  he  has  a  mind  to  sue  the  legatees  and  bring  back 
the  fund,  he  may  do  so,  but  he  cannot  affect  the  legatees  ex- 
cept by  suit,  and  he  cannot  affect  the  executor  at  all." 

And  the  chancellor  ordered  that  the  debt  should  be  ap- 
portioned to  the  shares  of  all  the  legatees,  and  that  the  peti- 
tioner should  be  paid  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  shares 
remaining  in  court,  and  be  at  liberty  to  apply  against  the 
legatees  who  had  been  paid,  and  against  funds  which  might 
subsequently  come  in,  for  the  balance  due  him. 

The  other  case  to  which  we  will  refer  is  that  of  Williams 
V.  QibbeSy  decided  by  this  court  and  reported  in  the  seven- 
teenth of  Howard.  In  that  case,  the  County  Court  of  the 
Sixth  Judicial  District  of  Maryland  had,  by  its  decree,  ren- 
dered in  December,  1846,  awarded  to  the  executors  of  one 
Oliver,  the  proceeds  of  a  share  of  one  Williams  in  an  asso- 
ciation known  as  the  Baltimore  Company.  Upon  appeal  to 
the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State,  the  decree  of  the  County 
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Court  was,  in  this  respect,  affirmed.  In  1852,  six  years  after 
the  entry  of  the  decree,  the  administrator  of  Williams  filed 
a  bill,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Baltimore  City,  against  the 
executors  of  Oliver,  for  the  proceeds  of  Williams's  share, 
averring  that  neither  he  nor  Williams  was  present,  or  a  party 
to,  or  bound  by,  any  proceeding,  or  order,  or  decree  of  the 
County  Court,  or  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  that  the  set- 
tlement and  adjustment  of  the  amount  of  the  partnership 
funds  of  the  Baltimore  Company,  and  of  the  charges,  com- 
missions, and  costs  to  which  they  were  liable  in  soUdo^  and 
the  distribution  of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  by  the  decree 
of  the  court  to  the  several  shares,  which  the  members  of  the 
company  were  entitled  to,  were  not  binding  upon  him  or  his 
intestate. 

The  case  was  transferred  from  the  State  court  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States,  where  the  bill  was  dismissed. 
On  appeal  to  this  court  the  decree  of  dismissal  was  reversed. 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  speaking  for  the  court,  said : 

^^Now,  the  principle  is  well  settled  in  respect  to  these 
proceedings  in  chancery,  for  the  distribution  of  a  common 
fund  among  the  several  parties  interested,  either  on  the 
application  of  the  trustee  of  the  fund,  the  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator, legatee,  or  next  of  kin,  or  on  the  application  of 
any  party  in  interest,  that  an  absent  party,  who  had  no  notice 
of  the  proceedings,  and  not  guilty  of  wilful  laches  or  un- 
reasonable neglect,  will  not  be  concluded  by  the  decree  of 
distribution  from  the  assertion  of  his  right  by  bill  or  petition 
against  the  trustee,  executor,  or  administrator;  or  in  case 
they  have  distributed  the  fund  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of 
the  court,  against  the  distributees." 

And  after  referring  to  various  cases  from  the  English 
courts,  and  among  others  to  that  of  GiUespie  v.  Alexander^ 
already  cited,  said : 

"  The  cases  above  referred  to  relate  to  the  rights  of  credit- 
ors and  next  of  kin ;  but  the  principle  is  equally  applicable  to 
all  parties  interested  in  a  common  fund  brought  into  a  court 
of  equity  for  distribution  among  the  several  claimants.'' 

These  cases,  and  the  general  principles  governing  courts 
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of  equity  id  the  disposition  of  a  common  fund,  of  which 
there  are  several  claimants,  are  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  were  justified  in  authorizing 
Foster  and  his  associates  to  file  their  consolidated  bill,  and 
thus  present  for  consideration  their  claims  to  share  in  the 
fund  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  and  in  withholding  the 
distribution  of  the  fund  under  the  decree  in  the  case  of 
Howard  and  others  v.  The  City  of  Davenport  and  others^  until 
such  claims  could  be  considered  and  determined. 

Whetl^r  in  the  determination  of  these  claims  the  Circuit 
Court  decided  rightly  or  otherwise,  can  only  be  settled  upon 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal  from  its  decree. 

It  follows  that  the  motion  for  a  mandamus,  and  the  motion 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  from  the  final  decree,  must  both  be 

Dbnibd. 


Fbisbib  v.  Whitnby. 


1.  Occapation  and  improvement  on  the  public  lands  with  a  view  to  pre- 

emption, do  not  confer  a  vested  right  in  the  land  so  occupied. 

2.  It  does  confer  a  preference  over  others  in  the  purchase  of  such  land  by 

the  hcnAfidB  settler,  which  will  enable  him  to  protect  his  possession 
against  other  individuals,  and  which  the  land  officers  are  bound  to  re- 
spect. 

8.  This  inchoate  right  may  be  protected  by  the  courts  against  the  claims  of 
other  persons  who  have  not  an  equal  or  superior  right,  but  it  is  not  valid 
*  against  the  United  States. 

i.  The  power  of  Congress  over  the  public  lands,  as  conferred  by  the  Cron- 
stitution,  can  only  be  restrained  by  the  courts,  in  cases  where  the  land 
has  ceased  to  be  government  property  by  reason  of  a  right  vested  in 
some  person  or  corporation. 

6.  Such  a  vested  right,  under  the  pre-emption  laws,  is  only  obtained  when 
the  purchase-money  has  been  paid,  and  the  receipt  of  the  proper  land 
officer  given  to  the  purchaser. 

6.  Until  this  is  done,  it  is  within  the  legal  and  constitutional  competency 
of  Congress  to  withdraw  the  land  from  entry  or  sale,  though  this  may 
defeat  the  imperfect  right  of  the  settler. 

Appeal  from  the'Bupreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Colum* 
bia ;  the  case  being  thus : 

In  March,  1862,  and  for  many  years  before,  there  was  a 
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large  body  of  land  in  California  known  as  the  So9col  Ranchy 
and  which  was  supposed  by  almost  every  one  in  that  country 
to  be  private  property.  The  tract  covered  eighteen  square 
leagues,  and  included  the  city  of  Benicia,  the  town  of  Yal- 
lejo,  the  navy-yard  of  the  United  States,  the  depot  of  the 
Pacific  Steamship  Company,  and  hundreds  of  acres  of  land 
in  cultivation  and  in  possession  of  a  large  rural  population. 
These  parties  all  claimed  under  grants  to  a  certain  Vallejo 
by  the  Mexican  government,  made  in  1848  and  1844,  which 
had  been  presented  to  the  Board  of  Land  Commi8sit)ner8  and 
confirmed,  and  the  decision  of  the  board  had  been  also 
affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  District  Court. 

In  March,  1862,  the  case  coming  before  this  tribunal,  the 
court  felt  itself  compelled  to  declare  the  grant  void  for  want 
of  authority  in  the  Mexican  government  to  make  it,  and  on 
the  22d  day  of  the  month  just  named  did  so  declare  it;  the 
decision  not  in  any  way  impeaching  the  good  faith  of  the 
numerous  purchasers  under  Yallejo.  However,  as  -the  act 
of  Congress"*"  which  organized  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
to  determine  the  land  titles  in  California,  declared  that  when 
any  of  the  claims  presented  to  it  should  finally  be  decided  to 
be  invalid  the  land  should  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
public  domain,  the  effect  of  the  decision  was,  that  the  United 
States  became  the  absolute  owner  in  fee  of  all  the  property, 
as  above  described;  city,  town,  depot,  ranch,  the  houses,  the 
homes,  the  cultivated  grounds  and  orchards,  which  the  per- 
sons had  bought  and  paid  for,  had  built  on  and  cultivated. 
The  occupants  had  nothing  left,  of  course,  but  an  appeal  to 
the  equity  and  generosity  of  the  government. 

As  soon  as  it  became  generally  known  in  Benicia,  and 
among  the  population  on  and  about  the  Soscol  Ranch,  that 
this  court  had  declared  the  Vallejo  claim  void,  and  that  the 
whole  eighteen  leagues  were  public  land,  a  rush  was  made 
to  secure  all  of  it  that  was  valuable,  and  which  it  was  sup- 
posed had  become  subject  to  the  pre-emption  laws.  The 
report  of  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  Land  Office,  who 
were  subsequently  required  to  investigate  the  claims  set  np 

«  Act  of  8d  March,  1S51,  {  18. 
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to  these  lands,  both  by  the  Yallejo  claimants  and  the  settlers, 
presents  the  mode  in  which  this  was  done.  The  parties 
desiring  to  make  pre-emption  claims  generally  went  on  the 
lands  in  the  night,  becaase  they  were  resisted  by  those  in  pos* 
session;  and  in  the  morning  a  house,  eight  or  ten  feet  square, 
with  shed  roof  of  redwood  boards,  set  up  edgewise,  without 
window,  fireplace,  or  floor,  was  discovered,  the  evidence  of 
a  bondjide  settlement  and  occupation  under  the  pre-emption 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

Among  the  peraons  who  sought  to  obtain  a  property  by 
pre-emption  right  in  this  land  was  one  Whitney,  who,  accord* 
ing  to  bis  own  account,  entered  on  a  quarter-section  one 
afternoon,  with  his  family,  consisting  of  his  wife,  two  chil- 
dren, a  man,  and  a  carpenter,  with  his  team,  goods,  and 
household  furniture.  He  commenced  building  next  day, 
and  made  a  better  house  than  those  above  described.  It 
had  three  rooms.  The  quarter-section  on  which  he  entered 
had  been  already  occupied  by  one  Frisbie,  a  son-in-law  of 
Vallejo,  and  one  of  the  numerous  persons  in  possession  under 
Vallejo'^s  title.  It  was  inclosed  by  a  fence,  had  a  crop  not 
yet  gathered,  and  a  house  occupied  by  a  tenant  of  Frisbie. 
Whitney's  ucctipation  was  resisted  by  Frisbie,  who  on  one 
occasion  seized  a  double-barrelled  shot-gun  of  Whitney's, 
cocked  it  at  him,  and  stood  in  a  menacing  attitude,  Whitney 
twisting  it  out  of  his  hands. 

On  the  8d  March,  1863,  after  the  effect  of  the  decision  in 
United  States  v.  Vallejo  became  known,  and  after  Congress  had 
had  time  to  examine  into  the  case,  that  body  passed  an  act 
for  the  benefit  of  these  occupants  of  the  Vallejo  claim.*  This 
act  authorized  the  lines  of  the  public  surveys  to  be  extended 
over  the  Soscol  Ranch,  and  enacted  that  bondjide  purchasers 
from  Yallejo  or  his  assigns  might  enter  the  lauds  so  pur- 
chased and  reduced  to  possession  at  the  time  of  the  adjudi- 
cation of  the  Supreme  Court,  at  one  dollar  and  twenty-five 
cents  per  acre.  Under  this  act  Frisbie  paid  his  money,  made 
his  entry,  and  finally  received  his  patent. 

*  12  Stat,  at  Large,  808. 
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When,  on  the  other  hand,  shortly  after  his  eettlement 
above  described,  Whitney  applied  to  the  land  officers  to 
make  his  declaration  of  intention  to  occupy  and  cultivate  the 
laud,  they  refused  to  receive  it ;  first,  because  no  surveys  had 
been  made  by  which  the  land  could  be  identified,  and  after- 
wards because  Congress  had  passed  the  act  already  cited  for 
the  benefit  of  the  claimants  under  Vallejo.  He  never  paid 
any  money  to  the  government,  nor  did  he  receive  a  certifi- 
cate of  entry  or  pre-emption,  though  he  offered  to  prove  his 
settlement 

In  this  state  of  things  Whitney  filed  a  bill  in  the  court 
below,  setting  forth  such  of  the  preceding  facts  as  bore  favor- 
ably on  his  case,  setting  forth  also  that  Yallejo's  title  had  been 
declared  void  by  this  court  on  the  24th  March,  1862,  and 
that  the  land  had  so  become  part  of  the  public  domain,  and 
subject  to  the  right  of  pre-emption,  and  that  he  had  settled 
upon  it,  erecting  a  dwelling-house,  which  he  occupied  with 
his  family,  cultivating,  kc;  that  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March, 
1863,  had  been  passed  at  the  solicitation  of  Yallejo,  and  pur- 
chasers under  him.     The  bill  proceeded: 

^<  But  your  orator  insists  that  after  the  decision  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  in  March,  1862,  and  before 
the  passage  of  the  special  act  of  March  3d,  1863,  above  men- 
tioned, the  said  lands  were  by  law  open  to  pre-emption ;  and 
yoar  orator  having  within  that  period  made  a  bond  fide  settle- 
ment, and  having  fully  complied  with  all  the  conditions  pre- 
scribed by  laW;  is  vested  with  the  right  to  enter  said  lands." 

It,  therefore,  prayed  that  as  he,  Whitney,  had  the  superior 
equity,  Frisbie  should  be  compelled  to  convey  the  land  to 
him. 

Frisbie  answered  setting  forth  such  of  the  already  stated 
facts  as  affected  favorably  his  case,  denying  the  sufficiency 
of  the  settlement  set  up,  admitting  the  decision  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  asserting  that  'Hhe  effect  of  that  decision 
upon  the  rights  of  the  purchasers  under  that  grant,  who 
had  by  themselves  and  their  tenants  settled  and  improved 
the  land,  was  a  question  of  law;''  but  maintaining  **  that  it 
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did  not  subject  the  said  land  to  settlement  and  pre-emption 
by  strangers." 

There  was  no  great  controversy  apparently  about  the  facta, 
and  the  court  below,  citing  and  relying  on  United  States  v. 
Fitzgerald  *^  Smith  v.  United  States^^  Delassus  v.  United  States^X 
and  Li/ile  v.  The  State  of  Arkansas,^  was  of  the  opinion  "  that 
at  the  date  of  the  complainant's  entry  on  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, in  October,  1862,  it  was  open  to  actual  settlement  and 
pre-emption ;  that  he  having  made  his  actual  settlement  and 
improvement  on  the  land,  and  complied  with  all  the  terms 
and  conditions  required  by  law  to  complete  his  title,  or  ten- 
dered performance  thereof,  was  entitled  to  have  a  patent  for 
the  land,  and  obtained  such  an  interest  and  vested  title  and 
property  therein  as  could  not  be  taken  from  him  and  trans- 
ferred to  another,  against  his  consent,  even  by  an  act  of 
Congress."  It  accordingly  held  Frisbie  a  trustee  for  Whit- 
ney, and  decreed  the  conveyance  prayed  for. 

The  case  was  now  brought  here  on  appeal  by  Frisbie. 

Messrs,  EvartSj  Blair y  and  Dick,  for  the  appeUant ;  Messrs. 
B.  F.  Butler  and  F.  P.  Stanton^  contra, 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

Frisbie  having  become  possessor  of  the  legal  title  to  the 
land  in  controversy,  the  complainant,  Whitney,  claims  that 
he  shall  be  compelled  to  convey  it  to  him,  because  he  has  the 
superior  equity ;  for  this  is  a  suit  in  a  court  of  equity,  founded 
on  its  special  jurisdiction  in  matters  of  trust.  It  is,  there- 
fore, essential  to  inquire  into  the  foundation  of  this  supposed 
equity. 

When,  shortly  after  his  settlement,  Whitney  applied  to 
the  land  officers  to  make  his  declaration  of  intention  to  oc- 
cupy and  cultivate  the  land,  they  refused  to  receive  it;  first, 
because  no  surveys  had  been  made  by  which  the  land  could 
be  identified,  and  afterwards  because  Congress  had  passed 

*  15  Peters,  407.      f  10  Id.  880.      %  9  Id.  188.       {  10  Howard,  888. 
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the  act  already  cited  for  the  benefit  of  the  claimants  under 
Vallejo.  He  never  paid  any  money  to  the  government,  never 
i:eceived  a  certificate  of  entry  or  pre-emption,  though  he 
ofi^ered  to  prove  up  his  settlement;  and  he  claims  that  his 
intrusion  on  Frisbie's  inclosed  grounds  by  violence,  and  his 
offer  to  prove  his  intention  to  become  a  bcfiidfde  occupant  of 
the  land,  create  an  equity  superior  to  Frisbie's,  which  de- 
mands of  a  court  of  chancery  to  divest  Frisbie  of  his  legal 
title  and  vest  it  in  him. 

If  there  be  any  principle  of  law  which  requires  this,  the 
court  must  be  governed  by  it,  but  it  is  idle  to  pretend  that 
such  a  decree  would  be  founded  in  natural  justice. 

It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  .in  error  that 
such  a  principle  is  found  in  the  legislation  of  Congress  grant- 
ing the  right  of  pre-emption  to  actual  settlers  on  the  public 
lauds  of  the  United  States.  The  proposition  is,  that  as  soon 
as  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  announced  declar- 
ing the  Vallejo  claim  invalid,  the  land  covered  by  that  claim 
became  public  land,  subject  to  the  operation  of  all  the  laws 
by  which  the  actual  settler  could  secure  title  to  such  lands; 
and  that  the  steps  taken  by  Whitney  in  this  direction  had  so 
far  effected  this  purpose,  that  the  act  of  Congress  tor  the 
benefit  of  the  Vallejo  claimants  was  ineffectual  to  enable 
Frisbie  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefits  which  it  was  intended 
to  confer.  We  say  the  benefits  it  designed  to  confer,  becaifse 
we  entertain  no  doubt  of  the  intention  of  Congress  to  secure 
to  persons  situated  as  Frisbie  was,  the  title  to  their  lands,  on 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  act,  and  if  this  has  not  been 
done  it  is  solely  because  Congress  had  no  power  to  enact  the 
law  in  question. 

The  learned  court  whose  decision  we  are  reviewing  place 
their  judgment  on  the  ground  that,  before  the  passage  of  that 
act,  the  complainant  had  acquired  a  vested  right  in  the  land, 
which  could  not  be  divested  by  any  legislation  of  Congress. 
On  the  other  hand  it  will  hardly  be  contended  that  anything 
short  of  a  vested  right  in  this  land  could  deprive  Congress 
of  the  right  which  it  has  as  owner  and  holder  of  the  legal 
title,  and,  by  the  express  language  of  the  Constitution,  to 
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dispose  of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  re- 
specting the  territory  or  other  property  of  the  United  States. 
The  essential  inquiry  in  this  case,  therefore,  is  whether  com- 
plainant had  acquired  such  a  vested  right,  before  Congress 
by  law  withdrew  these  lands  from  the  operation  of  the  pre- 
emption acts. 

It  has  been  argued  that  no  law  existed  at  the  time  Whitney 
went  upon  the*  land,  by  which  unsurveyed  land  could  be 
legally  entered  upon  with  a  view  to  pre-emption.  But  in 
the  view  which  the  court  takes  of  the  matter,  it  may  be  as- 
sumed that  the  lands  were  open  to  pre-emption.  In  this 
concession  we  also  propose  to  waive  the  discussion  of  another 
question  which  presents  serious  difficulties  to  our  minds,  in 
regard  to  complainant's  right  to  make  a  valid  pre-emption 
by  a  forcible  intrusion  upon  land  cultivated,  inclosed,  and 
peaceably  occupied  by  another  man. 

But  resolving  this  difficulty  in  favor  of  complainant  for  the 
present,  we  are  still  of  opinion  that  he  had  not  acquired  a 
vested  right  in  the  land  when  Congress  acted  upon  the 
subject. 

What  had  he  done  7  He  had  gone  upon  the  land,  built  a 
house  and  barn,  and  perhaps  inclosed  some  of  the  ground. 
He  had  also  applied  to  the  register  of  the  land  office,  and 
offered  to  make  a  declaration  that  he  had  done  these  thinsrs 
with  the  intention  of  making  a  permanent  settlement,  and 
claiming  the  land  under  the  right  of  pre-emption.  This  is 
all.  He  had  paid  no  money,  nor  had  he  then  tendered  any. 
The  land  officers  refused  to  receive  his  declaration,  and  de- 
nied his  right  to  pre-empt  the  land.  He  never  has  paid  any 
money,  has  never  received  any  certificate  of  pre-emption, 
and  the  register  and  receiver  have  never,  in  any  manner, 
acknowledged  or  admitted  his  right  to  make  pre-emption  of 
that  land.  So  far  as  anything  done  by  him  is  to  be  consid- 
ered, his  claim  rests  solely  upon  his  going  upon  the  land  and 
building  and  residing  on  it.  There  is  nothing  in  the  essen- 
tial nature  of  these  acts  to  confer  a  vested  riglit,  or  indeed 
any  kind  of  claim  to  land,  and  it  is  necessary  to  resort  to 
the  pre-emption  law  to  make  out  any  shadow  of  such  right. 

TOL.  IX,  18 
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The  act  of  Congress  on  this  subject,  to  which  all  the  sub- 
sequent acts  refer,  and  which  prescribes  the  terms,  and  the 
manner  of  securing  title  in  such  cases,  is  the  act  of  Septem- 
ber 4th,  1841.*  That  was  an  act  full  of  generosity,  for  it 
gave  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  all  the  public  lands  to  the 
States.  The  tenth  section  of  the  act  provides  that  any  per- 
son of  the  class  therein  described  who  shall  make  a  settle- 
ment upon  public  lands,  of  a  defined  character,  and  who 
shall  inhabit  and  improve  the  same,  and  who  shall  erect  a 
dwelling  thereon,  shall  be  authorized  to  enter  with  the 
register  of  the  proper  land  office,  by  legal  subdivisions,  one 
quarter-section  of  said  land,  to  include  the  residence  of  the 
claimant,  upon  paying  the  minimum  price  of  such  land. 
Section  eleven  provides  tBat  conflicting  claims  for  pre-emp- 
tion shall  be  settled  by  the  register  and  receiver;  section 
twelve,  that  prior  to  such  entry  proof  of  the  settlement  and 
improvement  required  shall  be  made  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  register  and  receiver;  and  section  thirteen  requires  an 
oath  to  be  made  by  the  claimant  before  entry;  section  fifteen 
requires  a  person  settling  on  land  with  a  view  to  pre-emp- 
tion, to  file  within  a  limited  time,  a  statement  of  this  inten- 
tion and  a  description  of  the  land. 

When  all  these  prerequisites  are  complied  with,  and  the 
claimant  has  paid  the  price  of  the  land,  he  is  entitled  to  a 
certificate  of  entry  from  the  register  and  receiver;  and  after 
a  reasonable  time,  to  enable  the  land  ofiicer  to  ascertain  if 
there  are  superior  claims,  and  if  in  other  respects  the  claim- 
ant h^s  made  out  his  case,  he  is  entitled  to  receive  a  patent, 
which  for  the  first  time  invests  him  with  the  legal  title  to 
the  land. 

The  construction  of  this  act,  and  others  passed  since  in 
pari  maierid^  in  regard  to  the  nature,  of  the  rights  conferred 
on  occupants  of  the  public  lands,  has,  of  course,  received 
the  consideration  of  that  department  of  the  government  to 
which  the  administration  of  these  land  laws  has  been  con- 
fided. The  construction  of  that  department  and  of  the  At- 
torneys-General to  whom  the  Secretaries  of  the  Interior  have 

*  6  Stat  at  Large,  458. 
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applied  for  advice,  cannot  be  better  expressed  than  in  the 
language  of  some  of  those  opinions*. 

Attorney-^General  Cashing,  in  an  opinion  given  in  1856,* 
says :  **  Persons  who  go  upon  the  public  land  with  a  view  to 
cultivate  now,  and  to  purchase  hereafter,  possess  no  rights 
against  the  United  Btates,  except  such  as  the  acts  of  Congress 
confer ;  and  these  acjts  do  not  confer  on  the  pre-eniptor,  m 
possCj  any  right  or  claim  to  be  treated  as  the  present  pro- 
prietor of  the  land,  in  relation  to  the  government/' 

In  the  matter  of  the  Hot  Springs  tract  of  Arkansas,  At- 
torney-General Bates  say6:t  "A  mere  entry  upon  land, 
with  continued  occupancy  and  improvement  thereof,  gives 
no  vested  interest  in  it.  It  may,  however,  give,  under  our 
National  land  system,  a  privilege  of  pre-emption.  But  this 
is  only  a  privilege  conferred  on  the  settler  to  purchase  land 
in  preference  to  others.  .  .  .  His  settlement  protects  him 
from  intrusion  or  purchase  by  others,  but  confers  no  right 
against  the  government." 

In  the  matter  of  this  same  Soscol  Ranch,^  Attorney-Gen- 
eral Speed  asserts  the  same  principle.  He  says:  *^It  is  not 
to  be  doubted  that  settlement  on  the  public  lands  of  the 
United  States,  no  matter  how  long  continued,  confers  no 
right  against  the  government.  .  .  .  The  land  continues 
subject  to  the  absolute  disposing  power  of  Congress,  until 
the  settler  has  made  the  required  proof  of  settlement  and 
improvement,  and  has  paid  the  requisite  purchase-money." 

These  opinions,  written  for  the  guidance  of  the  Land  De- 
partment, have  been  received  and  acquiesced  ia  by  the  Sec- 
retaries of  the  Interior,  and  have  come  to  be  the  recognized 
rule  of  action  in  that  department. 

This  construction  of  the  law  has  also  been  asserted  by  the 
courts  of  last  resort  in  Missouri,  Mississippi,  Illinois,  and 
California;  States  in  which  the  population  is  largely  inter- 
ested in  the  liberal  operation  of  the  pre-emption  law8.§ 

*  8  Opinions  of  the  Attorneys-General,  72.    f  10  Id.  57.     %  11  Id.  462. 

2  Bower  v.  Higbee,  9  Missouri,  261 ;  Phelps  v.  Kellogg,  16  Illinois,  185; 
Grand  Gulf  v.  Bryan,  8  Smedes  &  Marshall,  268;  People  v.  Shearer,  80  Cali- 
fornia, 650;  and  Hutton  v.  Frisbie,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  California,  July 
Term,  1869. 
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We  are  satisfied  that  this  is  a  sound  constructioD  of  the 
pre-emption  laws  on  the  question  now  under  consideration. 

A  series  of  cases  decided  in  this  coart,  in  which  the  equit- 
able rights  of  persons  claiming  under  those  laws  have  been 
protected  by  the  court  against  the  legal  title  acquired  by 
other  parties,  through  the  disregard  of  their  rights  by  the 
officers  of  the  Land  Department,  is  supposed  to  assert  prin- 
ciples inconsistent  with  the  construction  just  stated.  We 
cannot  here  examine  these  cases  in  detail,  but  we  may  state 
that  in  nearly  all  of  them  it  will  be  found  that  the  party 
whose  equitable  title  was  thus  protected  had,  by  the  action 
of  the  officers  of  the  Land  Department,  and  the  payment 
and  acceptance  of  the  price,  acquired  a  vested  right,  which 
these  officers  afterwards  disregarded,  in  violation  of  law. 
And  if  in  any  of  these  cases  the  party,  asseiiing  successfully 
his  equitable  interest,  had  not  acquired  a  vested  right  in  the 
just  sense  of  that  term,  the  cases  are  still  widely  different 
from  the  one  under  consideration.  In  all  those  cases  the  suc- 
cessful party  had  established  his  legal  right  of  preference  of 
purchase  over  the  other,  under  the  law  as  it  stood  when  the 
land  officers  decided  the  case.  And  it  was  the  action  of  those 
officers,  and  their  disregard  of  the  law  in  refusing  to  the 
party  the  benefit  of  this  preference  in  purchase,  which  this 
court  corrected,  by  compelling  the  conveyance  of  the  legal 
title  acquired  by  this  violation  of  law.  But  in  the  case  before 
us,  and  in  those  to  which  the  opinions  of  the  Attorneys- 
General  refer,  it  was  Congress,  the  law-making  power,  which 
intervened,  and,  by  a  new  law,  withdrew  the  land  from  the 
operation  of  the  pre-emption  laws,  while  the  right  of  prefer- 
ence in  purchase  ren^ained  unexercised,  and  amounted  to 
no  more  than  this  preference. 

The  courts  may  very  properly  correct  the  injustice  done 
by  the  land  officers,  in  refosing  to  accord  rights,  however 
inchoate,  which  are  protected  by  laws  still  in  existence; 
'  while  they  can  only  consider  vested  rights,  when  those  rights 
are  sought  to  be  enforced  in  opposition  to  the  repeal  or  modi- 
fication of  the  laws  on  which  they  were  founded. 

The  argument  is  urged  with  much  zeal  that  because  com- 
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plainant  did  all  that  was  in  the  power  of  any  ODe  to  do  to- 
wards perfecting  his  claim,  he  shoald  not  be  held  responsible 
for  what  could  not  be  done. 

To  this  we  reply,  as  we  did  in  the  case  of  Hector  v.  Ashly^* 
that  the  rights  of  a  claimant  are  to  be  measured  by  the  act« 
of  Congress,  and  not  by  what  he  may  or  may  not  be  able  to 
do,  and  if  a  sound  construction  of  these  acts  shows  that  he 
had  acquired  no  vested  interest  in  the  laud,  then,  as  bis 
rights  are  created  by  the  statutes,  they  must  be  governed  by 
their  provisions,  whether  they  be  hard  or  lenient  That  was 
a  case  also  in  which  it  became  important  to  ascertain  when 
a  right  to  public  land  became  vested,  and  though  it  arose 
under  statutes  somewhat  different  from  the  general  pre- 
emption law,  the  principles  asserted  there,  and  in  the  pre- 
vious cases  of  Bagndl  v.  Broderiek^'\  and  Barry  v.  GambkyX 
strongly  support  our  conclusion  in  the  present  case. 

Deorbb  rbversbi),  and  the  case  remanded,  with  instruc- 
tions to 

Dismiss  the  bill. 


Hickman  r.  Jones  et  al. 

1.  A  prosecution  in  a  so-called  **  court  of  the  Confederate  States  of  America/' 

for  treason,  in  aiding  the  troops  of  the  United  States  in  the  prosecution 
of  a  miltary  expedition  against  the  said  Confederate  States,  is  a  nullity, 
and  the  fact  that  the  tribunal  had  clothed  itself  in  the  garb  of  the  law 
gpives  no  protection  to  persons  who,  assuming  to  be  its  oi&cers,  were  the 
instruments  by  which  it  acted. 

2.  Where  there  is  evidence  before  the  Jury — whether  it  be  weak  or  strong — 

which  does  so  much  as  tend  to  prove  the  issue  on  the  part  of  either  side, 
it  is  error  if  the  court  wrest  it  from  the  exercise  of  their  judgment.  It 
should  be  submitted  to  them  under  instructions  from  the  court 
8.  The  fact  that  a  man  was  himself  a  traitor  against  the  United  States,  does 
not  necessarily  prevent  his  recovering  damages  against  other  traitors, 
for  having  maliciously  arrested  and  imprisoned  him  before  a  so-called 
court  of  the  Confederate  States,  for  being  a  traitor  to  these ;  the  alleged 
treason  having  consisted  in  his  giving  aid  to  the  troops  of  the  United 
States  while  engaged  in  suppressing  the  rebellion. 

«  6  Wallfice,  142.  f  18  Peters,  486.  %  8  Howard,  82. 
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Error  to  the  District  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Alabama,  in  virhich  court  Hickman^  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
sued  Jones,  Moore,  Regan,  Coltart,  Clay,  and  others,  defend- 
ants in  error,  for  maliciously  causing  him  to  be  arrested,  im- 
prisoned, and  prosecuted  for  a  criminal  offence,  without 
probable  cause. 

Mr.  R.  Johnson  J  far  the  plaintiff  in  error;  Messrs.  Walker  and 
Gordon^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  SWAYNE,  stated  the  case,  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  facts  disclosed  in  the  record,  so  &r  as  it  is  necessary 
to  state  them,  are  as  follows : 

During  the  late  civil  war  the  rebel  government  established 
a  court  known  as  the  "District  Court  of  the  Confederate 
States  of  America  for  the  Northern  District  of  Alabama." 
In  that  court  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted  for  treason 
against  the  Confederate  States.  The  indictment  alleged  that 
troops  of  the  United  States  were  in  the  Northern  District  of 
Alabama  engaged  in  a  hostile  enterprise  against  the  Con- 
federate States,  and  that  Hickman  "  did  traitorously  then 
and  there  assemble  and  continue  with  the  said  troops  of  the 
said  United  States  in  the  prosecution  of  their  said  expedition 
against  the  Confederate  States;  and  then  and  there,  with 
force  and  arms  and  with  the  traitorous  intention  of  co- 
operating with  the  said  troops  of  the  United  States  in  effect- 
ing the  object  of  the  said  hostile  expedition,  did  array  and 
dispose  himself  with  them  in  a  hostile  and  warlike  manner 
against  the  said  Confederate  States;  and  then  and  there, 
with  force  and  arms,  in  pursuance  of  such  his  traitorous  in- 
tentions, he,  the  said  James  Hickman,  with  the  said  persons, 
so  as  aforesaid  assembled,  armed,  and  arrayed  in  manner 
aforesaid,  wickedly  and  traitorously  did  levy  war  against  the 
said  Confederate  States.'^  Upon  this  indictment  a  warrant 
was  issued  for  the  arrest  of  Hickman.  He  was  arrested  and 
imprisoned  accordingly.  He  applied  to  the  defendant,  Jones, 
who  assumed  to  act  as  judge  of  the  court,  to  be  allowed  to 
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give  bail.  JoneB  rejected  the  appIicatioD  and  remanded  him 
to  prison.  He  was  subsequently  tried,  acquitted,  and  dis- 
charged. He  alleges  that  the  proceeding  was  without  prob- 
able cause  and  malicious.  Moore  was  the  clerk  of  the  pre- 
tended court  The  name  of  Began  is  sig<ned  to  the  indictment 
as  district  attorney,  and  he  conducted  the  trial.  Robert  W. 
Coltart  was  deputy  marshal,  and  Clay  was  the  editor  and 
publisher  of  the  ^'Huntsville  Confederate,"  a  newspaper 
through  which  it  was  alleged  he  incited  the  prosecution  by 
means  of  malicious  attacks  upon  Hickman  designed  to  pro- 
duce that  result.  The  othei^  defendants  were  members  of 
the  grand  jury  by  which  the  indictment  was  found.  Testi- 
mony was  given  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  sympa- 
thized with  the  rebellion  and  participated  in  it  while  the 
rebel  power  predominated  in  North  Alabama,  both  before 
and  after  its  first  invasion  by  the  forces  of  the  United  States. 
The  court  instructed  the  jury,  among  other  things,  as  fol- 
lows: 

'*  If,  in  the  case  at  the  bar,  you  believe  that  the  acts  and 
speeches  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  the  defendants  rely  to 
prove  bis  complicity  with  the  rebellion,  were  the  result  of  any- 
thing less  than  a  fear  that  if  he  did  not  so  speak  and  act,  his 
life  or  his  liberty  or  his  property  would  be  sacrificed  to  his  si- 
lence or  his  omission,  you  will  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

*'  If,  on  the  other  huiid,  you  believe  that  these  acts  of  apparent 
complicity  with  the  rebellion  were  performed  by  the  plaintiff 
under  the  influence  of  an  honest  and  rational  apprehension  that 
to  do  otherwise  would  expose  him  to  persecution  or  prosecution, 
or  to  loss  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  and  that  notwithstanding 
these  acts  of  affiliation  with  the  rebel  community  in  which  he 
lived,  be  was  always  at  heart  honestly  and  truly  loyal  to  the 
government  of  his  country,  be  is  entitled  to  your  verdict." 

The  jury  were  further  instructed  that  it  was  their  duty  to 
acquit  the  defendants,  R.  W.  Coltart  and  Clay.  Exceptions 
were  duly  taken  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  case  is  brought  here 
for  review. 

We  have  to  complain  in  this  case,  as  we  do  frequently. 
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of  the  manner  in  which  the  bill  of  exceptions  has  been  pre- 
pared. It  contains  all  the  evidence  adduced  on  both  sides^ 
and  the  entire  charge  of  the  coart.  This  is  a  direct  violation 
of  the  rule  of  this  court  upon  the  subject  We  have  looked 
into  the  evidence  and  the  charge  only  so  far  as  was  necessary 
to  enable  us  fully  to  comprehend  the  points  presented  for 
our  consideration — ^thus  in  effect  reducing  the  bill  to  the 
dimensions  which  the  rule  prescribes.  No  good  result  can 
follow  in  any  case  from  exceeding  this  standard.  Our  labors 
are  unnecessarily  increased,  and  the  case  intended  to  be  pre- 
sented is  not  unfrequently  obscured  and  confused  by  the 
excess. 

The  rebellion  out  of  which  the  .war  grew  was  without 
any  legal  sanction.  In  the  eye  of  the  law,  it  had  the  same 
properties  as  if  it  had  been  the  insurrection  of  a  county 
or  smaller  municipal  territory  against  the  State  to  which  it 
belonged.  The  proportions  and  duration  of  the  struggle 
did  not  aftect  its  character.  Nor  was  there  a  rebel  govern- 
ment de  facto  in  such  a  sense  as  to  give  any  legal  efficacy  to 
its  acts.  It  was  not  recognized  by  the  National,  nor  by  apy 
foreign  government.  It  was  not  at  any  time  in  possession 
of  the  capital  of  the  nation.  It  did  not  for  a  moment  dis- 
place the  rightful  government.  That  government  was  always 
in  existence,  always  in  the  regular  discharge  of  its  functions, 
and  constantly  exercising  all  its  military  power  to  put  down 
the  resistance  to  its  authority  in  the  insurrectionary  States. 
The  union  of  the  States,  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  Consti- 
tution, is  as  perfect  and  indissoluble  as  the  union  of  the  in- 
tegral parts  of  the  States  themselves ;  and  nothing  but  revo- 
lutionary violence  can,  in  either  case,  destroy  the  ties  which 
hold  the  parts  together.  For  the  sake  of  humanity,  certain 
belligerent  rights  were  conceded  to  the  insurgents  in  arms. 
But  the  recognition  did  not  extend  to  the  pretended  govern- 
ment of  the  Confederacy.  The  intercourse  was  confined  to 
its  military  authorities.  In  no  instance  was  there  intercourse 
otherwise  than  of  this  character.  The  rebellion  was  simply 
an  armed  resistance  to  the  rightful  authority  of  the  sovereign. 
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Bach  was  its  character  in  its  rise,  progress,  and  downfall. 
The  act  of  the  Confederate  Congress  creating  the  tribunal 
in  question  was  void.  It  was  as  if  it  were  not.  The  coai*t 
was  a  nnllity,  and  could  exercise  no  rightful  jurisdiction. 
The  forms  of  law  with  which  it  clothed  its  proceedings  gave 
no  protection  to  those  who,  assuming  to  be  its  officers,  were 
the  instruments  by  which  it  acted.  In  the  case  before  us, 
trespass  would  have  been  the  appropriate  remedy ;  but  the 
authorities  are  clear  that  case  also  may  be  maintained.  Each 
form  of  action  is  governed  by  its  own  principles.  It  is  need- 
less to  consider  them,  as  none  of  the  exceptions  taken  relate 
to  that  subject  Our  opinion  will  be  confined  to  those  which 
have  been  specifically  mentioned. 

1.  The  court  instructed  the  jury  to  acquit  the  defendants, 
J.  W.  Clay  and  R.  W.  Coltart 

There  was  some  evidence  against  both  of  them.  Whether 
it  was  sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict  of  guilty  was  a  question 
for  the  jury  under  the  instructions  of  the  court.  The  learned 
judge  mingled  the  duty  of  the  court  and  jury,  leaving  to 
the  jury  no  discretion  but  to  obey  the  direction  of  the  court 
Where  there  is  no  evidence,  or  such  a  defect  in  it  that  the 
law  will  not  permit  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  to  be  given, 
snch  an  instruction  may  be  properly  demanded,  and  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  give  it.  To  refuse  is  error.  In  this 
case  the  evidence  was  received  without  objection,  and  was 
before  the  jury.  It  tended  to  maintain,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  issue  which  they  were  to  try.  Whether  weak 
or  strong,  it  was  their  right  to  pass  upon  it.  It  was  not 
proper  for  the  court  to  wrest  this  part  of  the  case,  more  than 
any  other,  from  the  exercise  of  their  judgment.  The  instruc- 
tion given  overlooked  the  line  which  separates  two  separate 
spheres  of  duty.  Though  correlative,  they  are  distinct,  and 
it  is  important  to  the  right  administration  of  justice  that  they 
should  be  kept  so.  It  is  as  much  within  the  province  of  the 
jury  to  decide  questions  of  fact  as  of  the  court  to  decide  ques- 
tions of  law.  The  jury  should  take  the  law  as  laid  down  by 
the  court  and  give  it  full  effect.  But  it^  application  to  the 
£act8 — ^and  the  facts  themselves — ^it  is  for  them  to  determine. 
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These  are  the  cheeke  and  balances  which  give  to  the  trial  by 
jury  its  value.  Experience  has  approved  their  importance. 
They  are  indispensable  to  the  harmony  and  proper  efficacy 
of  the  system.  Such  is  the  law.  We  think  the  exception 
to  this  instruction  was  well  taken.'^ 

2.  The  other  instruction  to  be  considered  was,  substan- 
tially,  that  if  the*  plaintiff  had  himself  been  a  traitor  he 
could  not  recover  against  those  who  had  been  instrumental 
in  his  arresty  imprisonment,  and  trial  for  treason  against  the 
Confederacy — the  treason  alleged  to  consist  in  the  aid  which 
he  had  given  to  the  troops  of  the  United  States  while  en- 
gaged in  suppressing  the  rebellion. 

As  matter  of  law,  we  do  not  see  any  connection  between 
the  two  elements  of  this  proposition.  Giving  aid  to  the  troops 
of  the  United  States,  by  whomsoever  given,  and  whatever  the 
circumstances,  was  a  lawful  and  meritorious  act.  If  the  plain- 
tiff had  before  co-operated  with  the  rebels  there  was  a  locus 
peniimtiaSj  which,  whenever  he  chose  to  do  so,  he  had  a  right 
to  occupy.  His  past  or  subsequent  complicity  with  those 
engaged  in  the  rebellion  might  affect  his  character,  but 
could  not  take  away  his  legal  rights.  It  certainly  could  not, 
as  matter  of  law,  give  impunity  to  those  by  whose  instru- 
mentality he  was  seized,  imprisoned,  and  tried  upon  a  capital 
charge  for  serving  his  country.  Such  a  justification  would 
be  a  strange  anomaly.  Evidence  of  treasonable  acts  on  his 
part  against  the  United  States  was  alien  to  the  issue  before 
the  jury.  To  admit  it,  was  to  put  the  plaintiff  on  trial  as 
well  as  the  defendants.  The  proofs  upon  the  question  thus 
raised  might  be  more  voluminous  than  those  upon  the  issue 
made  by  the  pleadings.  The  trial  might  be  indefinitely  pro- 
longed. The  minds  of  the  jury  could  hardly  fail  to  be  dark- 
ened and  confused  as  to  the  real  character  of  the  case  and 
the  duty  they  were  called  upon  to  discharge.    The  guilt  of 

*  Aylwin  v,  XJlmer,  12  MaBsachasetto,  22;  New  York  Fire  Insurance 
Company  v.  Walden,  12  Johnson,  618 ;  Utica  Insurance  Company  v.  Badger, 
SWendeU,  102;  Tufts  v.Seabury,  11  Pickering,  140;  Morton  v.  Fairbanks, 
lb.  86S ;  Fisber  v,  Duncan,  1  Hening  and  Munford,  662 ;  Schuchardt v.  Aliens, 
1  Wallace,  869. 
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the  plaintiff,  if  eBtabliehed,  could  in  no  wise  affect  .the  legal 
liability  of  the  defendants;  nor  could  the  fact  be  received  in 
mitigation  of  damages.  It  is  well  settled,  that  proof  of  the 
bad  character  of  the  plaintiff  is  inadmissible  for  any  purpose 
in  actions  for  malicious  prosecution.'*'  All  the  evidence  upon 
this  subject  disclosed  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  was  incom- 
petent, and  should  have  been  excluded  from  going  to  the 
jury.     This  instruction  also  was  erroneous. 

Judgment  rbyersed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  court 
below,  with  an  order  to  issue  a  venire  de  novo. 


Star  op  Hope. 


1.  To  congtitute  a  Tolaniary  stranding  of  a  tmsoI  it  ii  not  necewary  that 

there  should  have  been  a  previous  intention  to '  destroy  or  injure  the 
▼essel,  nor  is  such  intention  supposed  to  exist.  It  is  sufficient  that  the 
vessel  was  selected  to  suiTer  the  common  peril  in  the  place  of  the  whole 
of  the  associated  interests,  in  order  that  the  remainder  might  be  saved. 

2.  The  stranding  is  voluntary  whenever  the  will  of  man  does  in  some  degree 

contribute  thereto,  though  the  existence  of  the  particular  reef  or  bank 
on  which  the  vessel  grounds  was  not  before  known  to  the  master,  and 
though  he  did  not  intend  to  strand  the  vessel  thereon ;  provided  it  suffi- 
ciently appear  that  in  making  the  exposure  of  the  vessel  he  was  aware 
that  stranding  was  the  chief  risk  incurred  by  him,  and  that  it  was  not 
wholly  unexpected  by  him. 

S.  These  principles  applied  to  the  facts  of  this  case,  and  the  stranding  held 
to  be  voluntary,  so  as  to  render  the  damage  to  the  ship  thereby  caused, 
and  all  costs  and  expenses  consequent  thereon,  a  subject  of  general 
average  contribution. 

4.  As  a  general  rule  the  contributory  value  of  the  ship,  when  she  has  re- 
ceived no  extraordinary  injuries  during  the  voyage,  and  has  not  been 
repaired  on  that  account,  is  her  value  at  the  time  of  her  arrival  at  the 
termination  of  the  voyage.  But  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  ship  has  sus- 
tained injuries  during  the  voyage  and  undergone  repairs,  her  contribu- 
tory value  is  her  worth  before  such  repairs  were  made.  In  the  absence 
of  other  proof  on  this  point,  her  value  in  the  policy  of  insurance  at  the 
port  of  departure  is  competent  evidence.  From  this,  however,  should 
be  made  a  just  and  reasonable  deduction  for  deterioration. 

*  1  Greenleafs  Evidence,  {  66. 
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6.  The  expenses  of  an  tx  parte  adjustment  made  by  the  charterers  of  a  ship 
at  the  port  of  delivery  are  not  chargeable  in  admiralty  on  the  ship  or 
freight,  unless  the  results  were  adopted  and  used  in  the  court  below  by 
the  commissioner  who  stated  the  adjustment  made  under  order  of  the 
court. 

6.  Repairs  cannot  be  made  by  the  master  unless  he  has  means  or  credit;  and 
if  he  has  neither,  and  his  situation  is  such  that  he  cannot  communicate 
with  the  owners,  he^  may  sell  a  part  of  the  cargo  for  that  purpose  if  it  is 
necessary  for  him  to  do  so  in  order  to  raise  the  means  to  make  the  re- 
pairs. Sacrifices  made  to  raise  such  means  are  the  subject  of  general 
average,  and  the  rule  is  the  same  whether  the  sacrifice  was  made  by  a 
sale  of  a  part  of  the  cargo  or  by  the  payment  of  marine  interest. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  California;  the  case 
arising  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  in  substance  thus : 

In  November,  1855,  the  firm  of  Annan,  Talroage  k  Em- 
bury, chartered  at  New  York  the  ship  Star  of  Hope,  the 
master,  officers,  and  crew  being  all  employed  by  the  owners. 
They  received  on  board  of  her,  at  the  port  just  named,  a 
large  quantity  of  merchandise  on  freight  deliverable  at  San 
Francisco,  and  also  merchandise  their  own  property.  They 
received  also,  on  freight,  payable  to  them  for  and  on  account 
of  the  owners,  two  hundred  and  forty-four  tons  of  coal. 
Among  the  merchandise  shipped  by  the  charterers  and  the 
other  shippers  (not  the  owners),  were  five  hundred  casks  and 
packages  of  brandy  and  other  spirituous  liquors,  stowed  next 
the  coal,  and  one  barrel  and  forty-eight  kegs  of  gunpowder, 
prepared  as  ^'  patent  safety  fusees." 

With  this  cargo  on  board,  the  ship  sailed  from  New  York 
in  February,  1856,  for  San  Francisco,  being  in  all  respects 
during  the  voyage  kept  tight,  staunch,  well-fitted,  tackled, 
and  provided  with  every  requisite,  and  with  necessary  men 
and  provisions — all  which  the  charter-party  bound  the  owners 
that  she  should  be — except  as  hereinafter  set  forth. 

During  the  voyage,  about  the  middle  of  April,  1866,  the 
ship  being  then  on  the  east  side  of  the  southern  end  of  South 
America,  and  in  about  latitude  46®  S.,  longitude  53°  W,,  the 
weather  squally  and  the  sea  rough,  great  quantities  of  smoke 
and  vapor  were  observed  issuing  from  the  fore  and  after 
hatches.    After  as  full  an  examination  as  was  possible  be- 
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tween  decks  and  otherwise,  all  on  board  had  every  reason  to 
believe  the  ship  on  fire  below,  originating  as  was  supposed 
in  the  coal  by  spontaneous  combustion.  The  hatches  were 
immediately  fastened  down  and  everything  made  tight,  in 
order  to  check  as  much  as  possible  the  progress  of  the  fire, 
at  least  until  a  port  of  succor  could  be  reached.  It  was 
known  that  among  the  cargo  were  large  quantities  of  spirit- 
uous liquors,  and  of  the  prepared  gunpowder  already  de« 
scribed,  all  which  were  believed  by  every  one  on  board  to  be 
highly  inflammable  and  explosive.  Great  alarm  was  felt  in 
consequence,  and  the  destruction  of  the  ship,  ofllcers,  and 
crew  was  apprehended  by  all. 

The  crew  refused  to  continue  the  voyage,  and  the  captain 
determined  properly  to  make  for  the  Bay  of  San  Antonio,  on 
the  southeast  coast  of  Patagonia,  as  the  nearest  anchorage. 
In  about  four  days,  during  which  the  signs  of  fire  continued 
to  increase,  she  arrived  off  that  bay,  and  set  the  usual  signal 
for  a  pUoL 

In  making  ready  the  anchors  and  getting  up  the  chains 
from  below,  these  were  found  quite  hot,  and  there  were  other 
signs  of  fire  which  greatly  heightened  the  general  alarm. 

Meantime  the  weather  was  such,  the  wind  blowing  the 
ship  right  on  shore,  with  a  heavy  sea  running,  that  she  could 
not  haul  off.  The  shore  being  very  rocky  and  precipitous, 
she  could  not  have  gone  on  there  without  certain  and  almost 
instant  loss  of  vessel,  cargo,  and  all  on  board.  The  captain 
being  very  unwilling  to  run  into  a  bay  vnknown  to  him  without 
a  pilots  waited  about  three  hours  for  one,  but  none  came.  The 
place,  it  was  evident,  was  a  wild  and  desolate  bay,  without  sign 
of  human  life.  All  this  time  the  indications  of  fire  below,  as 
well  as  the  weather,  continued  to  grow  worse.  At  length 
he  determined,  as  the  best  thing  to  be  done  for  the  general 
safety,  and  especially  for  the  preservation  of  the  cargo  and 
lives  of  those  on  board,  to  make  the  attempt  to  run  in  with- 
out a  pilot,  preferring  all  risks  to  be  thereby  incurred  rather 
than  to  remain  outside  iti  the  momentary  apprehension  of 
destruction  to  all.  Under  all  the  circumstances,  the  captain 
waa  fully  justified  in  this. 
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In  attempting  to  enter  the  bay  the  lead  was  kepi  goingj 
showing  successively  8,  7,  6,  5,  4^,  and  4  fathoms^  and  imme-: 
diately  afterwards  the  ship  grounded^  and  after  striking  heavily 
remained  fast.  The  reef  or  bank  on  which  she  grounded 
was  not  visible  at  the  time,  and  the  captain  was  not  aware  of 
its  existence,  though  her  stranding  was  one  of  the  chief  risks  he 
had  assumed  in  undertaking  to  run  in.  The  result  of  the  at- 
tempt was,  that  before  the  ship  could  be  got  to  sea  again 
she  sprunk  aleak,  and  sustained  other  very  serious  injuries 
in  her  bottom. 

These  were  such  as  to  fully  justify  the  captain  in  turning 
back  with  her  to  Montevideo  (as  the  nearest  port)  for  exami- 
nation and  repairs,  there  being  no  inhabitants  at  Sau  Anto- 
nio, and  no  sign  of  human  life,  and  the  water  taken  in  by 
the  ship  having  apparently  extinguished  the  fire  below. 

He  arrived  at  Montevideo  in  the  end  of  April,  1856,  and 
on  removing  the  cargo  found  marks  of  fire  on  various  por- 
tions.  The  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  the  ship  at  this  port  to 
enable  her  to  resume  her  voyage^  including  repairs,  unloading, 
warehousing,  and  reloading  of  cargo,  Ac,  were  $100,000. 

To  defray  these,  the  captain,  being  without  credit  or  means, 
either  of  his  own  or  his  owners  (and  there  being  at  Monte- 
video very  little  market  for  such  goods  and  merchandise  as 
the  ship  had  aboard),  nQcessarily  sold  a  considerable  portion 
of  the  cargo.  This  sale,  both  as  to  the  mode  and  the  cargo 
selected,  was  managed  with  all  due  care  for  the  interest  of 
all  concerned.  Of  the  cargo  thus  sold  portions  belonged  to 
diiSTerent  parties  shipping. 

About  the  11th  September,  1856,  the  ship  left  Montevideo, 
no  unnecessary  delay  having  been  made  there,  and  arrived 
at  San  Francisco  on  December  7th,  1856. 

The  goods  and  merchandise  of  the  several  shippers  re 
maining  on  board  were  in  due  time  and  in  good  order  de- 
livered to  them. 

Upon  her  arrival  at  San  Francisco  the  said  Annan  and 
Embury,  and  one  George  Hazzard,  who  had  become  the  as- 
signees of  Annan,  Talmage  &  Embury,  both  as  to  the  charter- 
party  and  as  to  their  portion  of  the  cargo,  and  in  all  respects 
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the  successors  in  interest  of  Annan,  Talmage  &  Embury, 
claimed  and  obtained  the  control  of  the  ship  and  her  cargo 
until  the  delivery  of  the  latter  was  completed,  and  they  alone 
collected  and  received  of  the  several  consignees  the  freight 
therefor.  Messrs.  Annan,  Embury  &  Hazzard  delivered  to 
the  several  owners  the  goods  and  merchandise  respectively, 
first  obtaining  from  them  the  amount  of  their  several  con- 
tributions to  the  general  average,  and  they  also  received  so 
much  of  the  cargo  as  was  deliverable  to  themselves. 

Of  $36,000,  the  price  and  hire  fixed  in  the  charter-party, 
$9822.20  was  paid  either  by  the  charterers  or  their  as- 
signees. 

The  expenses  properly  and  necessarily  incurred  by  the 
ship,  from  the  day  when  her  course  was  first  changed  for 
San  Antonio,  until  the  day  she  resumed  her  voyage ;  the 
freight  due  at  San  Francisco  on  the  several  portions  of  the 
cargo  not  delivered  there  to  the  several  owners;  the  value 
at  San  Francisco  of  the  ship  and  of  the^entire  cargo,  as  well 
as  of  the  portion  delivered  there,  were  matters  which  were 
all  agreed  upon  by  the  parties;  though  the  value  of  the  ship 
at  Montevideo  was  not  known. 

In  this  state  of  facts,  Annan  et  al.,  the  charterers,  and  four- 
teen other  parties,  shippers,  and  a  sixteenth  party,  Embury 
et  al.,  filed,  in  March  and  April,  1857,  in  the  District  Court, 
libels  against  the  ship,  then  in  the  port  of  San  Francisco. 
Annan  &  Co.  for  $44,700,  and  Embury  &  Co.  for  $10,116. 

The  libels,  except  the  last,  were  in  the  same  form,  and 
were  for  the  non-delivery  at  San  Francisco,  by  the  ship,  of 
certain  quantities  of  merchandise  shipped  upon  her  at  New 
York,  to  be  delivered,  at  the  former  port,  to  the  several 
libellants  respectively,  but  which  were  sold  in  the  course 
of  the  voyage  by  the  master  at  Montevideo,  to  pay  for  repairs 
at  that  port,  made  necessary  by  the  stranding  of  the  ship  at 
the  Bay  of  San  Antonio. 

The  answers  to  all  the  libels,  except  to  that  of  Embury  & 
Co.,  set  up  substantially  that  the  stranding  at  the  Bay  of 
San  Antonio  took  place  under  circumstances  which  made 
the  damage,  and  all  expenses  consequent  thereon,  a  subject 


208  Stab  of  Hope.  [Sup.  Ct 

SUtement  of  the  caae. 

of  general  average  contributioa  by  the  ship,  freight,  and 
cargo. 

The  libel  of  Embury  et  al.  was  for  the  alleged  amount 
paid  by  them  as  the  consignees  of  the  ship  at  San  Francisco, 
as  the  expenses  of  an  average  adjustment,  made  or  attempted 
to  be  made  by  them  at  that  port  after  her  arrival,  and  of  an 
attempted  collection  of  the  same. 

To  this  last  libel  the  claimant  of  the  vessel  demurred,  on  the 
ground  that  the  matters  alleged  did  not  constitute  a  cause  of 
contract  within  the  admiralty  j  urisdiction.  He  then  proceeded 
to  deny  the  principal  allegations  of  the  libel,  and  set  up  that 
the  adjustment  in  question  was  made  by  the  libellants,  on 
their  own  account,  as  the  assignees  of  the  charterers  of  the 
ship  (Annan  &  Co.),  and  not  on  account  of  the  ship  or  her 
owners,  and  was  defective,  erroneous,  and  worthless;  that 
at  all  events  the  cost  of  the  adjustment  should  come  into  the 
general  average,  and  the  ship  be  liable  only  for  her  share  in 
the  contribution.  That  the  libellants  having,  as  charterers 
and  consignees  of  the  ship,  delivered  the  cargo  to  the  several 
consignees  thereof  without  collecting  the  average  thereon, 
should  bear  the  loss.  That  the  average  actually  collected 
by  them,  and  the  sum  of  $30,000  balance  remaining  unpaid 
on  the  charter  of  the  ship,  should  be  set-off. 

The  court  referred  the  case  to  a  commissioner  to  report 
an  adjustment,  upon  the  assumption  that  the  loss  and  ex- 
penses caused  by  the  stranding  of  the  ship  were  general 
average.     He  did  so  report.    But  in  his  report — 

1.  He  charged  the  ship  or  freight  with  the  expenses  of  the 
adjustment  made  at  San  Francisco,  by  Annan,  Embury  & 
Hazzard. 

2.  He  assumed  as  the  basis  of  his  estimate  of  the  contribu- 
tory value  of  the  ship  her  valuation  in  the  policy  of  insurance 
at  Boston,  deducting  what  the  repairs  at  Montevideo  cost. 

3.  He  brought  into  particular  average,  or  subject  to  a  de- 
duction of  "  one-third  new  for  old,"  certain  expenses  at 
Montevideo,  which,  though  incidental  to  the  repairs  of  the 
ship,  were  either  not  themselves  a  permanent  benefit  to  her, 
or  were  not  incurred  for  that  purpose.    Such  as  expenses  of 
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1.  Surveys,  orders,  estimates,  reports,  &c. 

2.  Preparations  for  making  the  repairs;  labor  in  heaving 
her  down ;  wear  and  tear  of  materials  used  therein ;  anchors, 
cordage,  blocks,  &c.;  boat  hire,  &c. 

8.  Building  staging  and  use  of  materials  therein,  &c: 
4.  Expenses  of  raising  funds  {i.  e.,  loss  on  sale  of  cargo),  &c. 

Upon  the  coming  in  of  the  report,  exceptions  were  filed 
by  both  parties.  By  the  libellants,  on  the  ground  mainly 
that  the  loss  and  expenses  were  not  general  average;  by  the 
claimant,  upon  grounds  affecting  the  details,  just  mentioned, 
of  the  report. 

Upon  these  exceptions  and  the  case  stated,  the  matter  was 
argued  before  the  District  Court,  which  decided  that  the 
damage  caused  by  the  stranding  of  the  ship,  and  the  loss  and 
expenses  consequent  thereon  (including  the  cost  of  the  re- 
pairs at  Montevideo),  was  a  subject  of  particular  average, 
and  not  of  general  average,  as  contended  on  behalf  of  the 
ship;  and  held  her  liable,  as  contended  for  by  the  libellants. 
Its  view  apparently  was,  that  to  make  the  case  one  for  gene- 
ral average,  the  stranding  should  have  been  the  result  of  an 
intention  to  effect  that  particular  object.  That  court  al^o 
held  the  ship  liable  under  the  last  of  the  libels,  namely,  that 
of  Embury  et  al.,  for  the  expenses  of  the  adjustment  made 
by  the  consignees;  and  decreed  accordingly.  The  Circuit 
Court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court. 

Subsequently,  and  before  the  appeal  to  this  court,  it  was 
discovered  that  a  serious  error  had  been  committed  in  the 
amount  inserted  in  the  decree  upon  the  first  libel,  $26,469. 
It  had  been  stipulated  between  the  parties,  that  from  any 
sum  found  due  to  the  libellants,  Annan  et  al.,  in  their  libel, 
should  be  deducted  $26,177.80,  the  balance  due  by  them  as 
the  charterers  of  the  ship,  and  the  decree  entered  for  the 
difference.  But  a  small  portion  of  this  balance  was  in  fact 
deducted,  so  that  the  decree,  instead  of  being  for  $26,469,. 
should  have  been  but  for  $4291.13. 

On  behalf  of  the  ship  a  motion  was  made  to  correct  thi* 
error  of  figures.    The  court,  however,  refused  to  correct  the 

VOL.  IX.  14    . 
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decree,  on  the  ground  of  the  great  lapse  of  time  since  the 
entry  of  the  decree  in  the  District  Court,  and  because  the 
alleged  error,  if  it  existed,  might  be  corrected  on  appeal  in 
this  court 

It  appeared  also  that  another  large  sum,  about  $14,000, 
which  should  have  been  deducted  from  the  same  judgment 
for  averages  received  by  the  same  libellants,  was  never  de- 
ducted. 

Both  these  errors  of  figures  were  attributable  to  the  ad- 
juster who  made  up  the  adjustment  for  Embury  et  al.,  and 
to  whom  the  casting  up  of  the  amounts  awarded  in  the  de- 
cree had  been  subsequently  committed  by  the  ship's  agent 
at  San  Francisco. 

The  case  was  now  brought  to  this  court  on  these  grounds: 

1.  That  the  damage  to  the  ship,  caused  by  her  stranding 
at  the  Bay  of  San  Antonio,  and  the  loss  and  expense  con- 
sequent thereon,  were  a  subject  of  general  average,  and  not 
of  particular  average,  as  decided  by  the  court  below. 

2.  That  even  if  this  were  not  so,  and  they  were  a  subject 
of  particular  average,  then  the  exceptions  to  the  commis- 
sioner's report  should  have  been  sustained. 

3.  That  the  error  of  figures  in  entering  the  decree  in  favor 
of  Annan  et  al.  should  be  corrected,  by  reducing  the  same 
to  $4291.13. 

Mr.  E,  Casserlyy  for  the  appellant: 

The  conditions  which  must  concur  to  stamp  on  a  maritime 
loss  the  character  of  a  general  average  may  be  stated  as  fol- 
lows: 

1.  The  danger  must  be  imminent,  and. common  to  the 
ship,  cargo,  and  the  lives  of  those  on  board. 

2.  To  avert  this  danger  from  the  whole,  the  ship  or  cargo, 
either  entirely  or  in  part,  must  be  purposely  exposed  to  risk 
in  lieu  of  the  whole. 

3.  By  the  loss  incurred,  the  safety  of  the  other  interests 
involved  must,  at  least  for  the  time,  be  accomplished. 

The  only  controversy  here  is,  whether  or  no  the  second 
essential  condition  is  found  in  the  case.    In  other  words, 
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whether,  to  avert  the  danger  impeDding  over  the  whole,  the 
ship  was  purposely  put  at  risk  id  lieu  of  the  whole,  so  as  to 
make  the  damage  afterwards  incurred  by  her  (and,  of  course, 
the  consequent  expenses)  matter  of  general  average  con- 
tribution. 

The  facts  are  agreed  on.  Tl\e  question  is  as  to  the  legal 
effect  of  them. 

The  two  following  propositions  contain,  we  suppose,  a  just 
statement  of  the  law  which  governs  this  case: 

1.  Whenever,  to  avoid  an  imminent  danger,  common  to 
the  ship,  cargo,  and  the  lives  of  those  on  board,  the  ship  is 
voluntarily  or  purposely  exposed  to  a  distinct  and  extraor- 
dinary peril,  out  of  the  usual  course  of  navigation,  and  of 
the  ship's  duties  as  a  carrier  for  the  voyage,  any  loss  or 
damage  to  the  ship  consequent  thereon  is  a  subject  of  gene- 
ral average  contribution. 

2.  It  is  immaterial  though«this  loss  or  damage  to  the  ship 
is  other  or  greater  than  was  expected,  or  whether  it  was 
wrought  directly  and  immediately  by  the  act  of  exposure,  or 
incidentally  by  reason  of  the  ship  being  placed  in  a  situation 
which  made  her  liable  to  the  injury. 

The  two  propositions  may  be  discussed  together. 

The  whole  law  of  general  average  is  a  series  of  analogous 
equities  drawn  out  from  an  original  principle.  There  being 
no  decided  ease  precisely  the  same  with  this  in  its  facts,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  deduce  the  law  of  this  case  by  the  same 
process,  aided  by  the  decisions  in  analogous  cases. 

The  most  obvious  general  analogy  to  sustain  both  propo- 
sitions is  that  of  goods  put  into  a  lighter  to  relieve  the  ship 
and  cargo,  and  afterwards  lost  or  damaged.  This  is  a  case 
of  general  average  as  ancient  as  the  Digest,  and  so  by  all  the 
authorities  since,  without  exception. 

So  in  the  highly  analogous  case  of  goods  lightered  out  of  a 
ship  compelled  to  take  refuge  in  a  port  to  which  she  was  not 
destined,  and  which  she  cannot  enter  without  being  relieved 
ot  a  part  of  her  cargo. 

This  latter  case  presents  pointedly  the  feature  which  con- 
verts a  loss  of  lightered  goods  into  a  general  average,  namely. 
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that  the  lightering  is  out  of  the  usual  course  of  navigation 
for  the  voyage.  Where  it  is  not  so,  as  when  the  lightering 
is  in  the  common  course  of  navigation  or  business,  the  loss 
is  particular  average.  The  exception  is  fully  recognized,* 
and  confirms  the  rule,  and  both  clearly  establish  our  two 
propositions. 

In  all  such  cases  the  decisive  fact  is,  that  there  is  a  volun- 
tary exposure  of  the  goods  to  a  distinct  and  extraordinary 
peril,  out  of  the  common  course  of  navigation.  The  inten- 
tion in  putting  the  goods  into  the  lighters  is  not  to  destroy 
them.  Very  generally  the  expectation  \6  that  they  will  be 
saved.  The  loss,  howsoever  it  occurs,  is  incidental  to  the 
exposure,  and  is  general  average. 

Following  out  the  same  principle  of  an  extraordinary  expo- 
sure, Magensf  mentions  the  case  of  goods  put  out  of  a  leaky 
ship  on  board  of  another,  which  was  afterwards  captured, 
where  the  goods  were  contributed  for  in  general  average. 

Besides  lightered  goods,  EmerigonJ  mentions  the  case 
of  boats  launched  from  a  ship  for  the  common  safety  and 
afterwards  lost,  coming  into  general  average.  As  when  a 
ship  chased  by  hostile  cruisers  put  out  a  boat  with  a  lantern 
into  the  sea  at  night,  by  which  the  enemy  was  misled,  and 
the  ship  escaped. 

And  see  the  cases  of  extraordinary  exposure  or  loss,  out 
of  the  common  course,  in  ^  Phillips  on  Insurance :  slipping 
the  cable  to  run  out  to  sea  to  escape  going  ashore;  §  sails  let 
go  to  right  the  ship  when  on  her  beam-ends;  ||  applying  a 
portion  of  the  ship's  tackle  or  equipment  to  an  extraordinary 
use;^  cutting  a  cable  to  keep  with  convoy  or  escape  from  an 
enemy ;  **  expense  of  putting  into  a  port  out  of  the  course 
of  the  voyage,  to  refit,  &c.,  &c.tt 

Finally,  in  Dupont  v.  Vance^Xt  ^^^^  court  has  stated  the  dis- 
tinctive features  of  a  general  average  sacrifice  in  these  words: 

*  Emerigon,  474;  2  Phillips  on  Insamnce,  J  1288^  and  note  8;  Stevens 
and  Benecke,  184;  Lewis  v.  Williams,  1  HaU,  437,  488. 
t  1  Magens,  160,  case  ix,  quoted  by  Stevens  and  Beneke,  184,  note  a. 
t  Pp.  480,  481.  i  i  1295.  ||  {  1298.  If  {  1299. 

**  a  1808,  1809.  tt  i  1^20.  XX  19  Howard,  162. 
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^^If  it  be  made  to  relieve  the  adventure  from  a  peril  which 
has  fallen  on  all  the  sabjeets  engaged  in  it,  the  risk  of  which 
peril  was  not  assumed  by  the  carrier,  the  charge  is  to  be  borne 
proportionably  by  all  the  interests/'  &c. 

The  doctrine  which  prevailed  below  seems  to  have  been 
that,  to  entitle  a  loss  to  come  into  general  average,  it  must 
be  not  only  the  direct,  but  the  immediate  result  of  the  act 
and  will  of  man;  so  that,  if  the  loss  be  by  stranding,  strand- 
ing must  have  been  the  very  form  of  injury  premeditated  in 
making  the  exposure  or  sacrifice.  But  this  doctrine  is  at 
war  with  the  first  principles  of  general  average;  with  many 
of  the  oldest  and  most  widely  acknowledged  cases  of  general 
average;  and  with  several  decisions  of  recognized  authority 
in  the  Federal  courts.  The  vital  principle  of  general  aver- 
age is  the  motive  of  the  act  of  sacrifice  or  exposure.  That 
motive  must  be  the  common  safety  of  the  other  interests 
concerned.  It  is  that  which  gives  its  character  to  the  act; 
not  the  fact  that  any  particular  damage  was  intended,  or 
form  of  damage  or  injury  "premeditated." 

The  doctrine  is  moreover  in  conflict  v«rith  the  principle 
and  reason  of  the  oldest  and  clearest  cases  of  general  aver- 
age. Such  are:  goods  put  into  lighters  to  relieve  the  ship; 
goods  lightered  to  enable  the  ship  to  enter  a  port  not  her 
port  of  destination ;  goods  put  out  of  a  leaky  ship  into  an- 
other which  is  afterwards  captured,  &c.  In  all  these  cases 
the  forms  of  injury  are  manifold,  and  beyond  all  human 
power  beforehand  to  particularize.  Thus,  lightered  goods 
may  be  damaged  by  water  from  the  sea  or  the  sky,  by  cold 
or  beat,  or  by  lightning;  may  be  lost  by  stranding  or  founder- 
ing, or  jettison,  or  by  capture.  It  is,  therefore,  quite  impos- 
sible to  say  how  far  the  damage  done  the  goods  is  "the  direct 
and  immediate  result'*  of  the  exposure,  or  is  merely  a  con- 
sequence or  incident  of  their  being  placed  in  a  position  which 
made  them  peculiarly  liable  to  injury.  Or,  that  the  particu- 
lar form  of  damage  done  could  have  been  (in  the  language 
of  the  District  Court)  "  the  result  of  an  intention  to  eflTect 
that  particular  object."    That  would  be  to  require  of  every 
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master  of  a  sbip,  besides  being  a  mariner,  to  be  also  a 
prophet. 

The  doctrine  is  equally  opposed  to  all  the  most  authorita- 
tive cases  in  the  United  States. 

In  Oaze  v.  Beilb/j*  a  case  the  reasoning  of  which  has  twice 
received  "the  unqualified  assent"  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,t  the  master  of  a  schooner,  hard  pressed 
by  British  cruisers,  ran  her  upon  the  beach  at  Long  Branch. 
The  enemy,  landing  in  boats,  set  fire  to  the  vessel  and  burned 
her  to  the  water's  edge.  The  hulk  floated  ashore  and  was 
lost.  About  half  of  the  cargo  was  saved,  part  before  she  was 
set  on  fire,  and  part  after  the  fire  was  extinguished.  Two 
questions  were  raised  as  to  the  liability  of  the  goods  saved 
to  a  general  average.  Firsts  for  the  value  of  the  vessel;  and, 
second^  for  that  of  the  freight  and  cargo  lost.  The  first — 
which,  in  fact,  involves  the  other — was  the  only  one  argued 
and  decided.  The  court  held  in  favor  of  the  general  average 
for  the  value  of  the  vessel. 

So  in  ^ins  v.  Gumey^X  a  case  which,  like  Caze  v.  Beilli/j  has 
twice  received  the  approval  of  the  Supreme  Cqurt  of  the 
United  States.f  From  the  violence  of  the  storm  in  the 
Delaware  Bay  the  ship,  in  this  case,  had  to  go  ashore  some- 
where, and  was  in  danger,  if  left  to  herself,  of  going  upon 
certain  flats,  where  her  situation  would  have  been  extremely 
perilous.  The  subsequent  facts  are  stated  by  the  court: 
(p.  627.) 

"  To  prevent  that,  the  coarse  was  altered,  and  they  stood  for 
Cape  May,  the  most  desirable  place  to  run  on  shore.  The  cap- 
tain wished  to  get  to  Cape  May,  and  the  pilot  said  be  would  try 
for  it,  although  he  did  not  expect  to  effect  it,  but  supposed  they 
would  stick  on  a  ridge  about  four  miles  from  the  Cape.  On  this 
ridge  the  ship  struck,  according  to  the  pilot's  expectations.  She 
lost  her  rudder  and  labored  very  hard  on  the  ridge ;  the  mlzzen 
and  mainmast  were  cut  away  to  save  her,  and  at  length,  con- 

*  8  Washington's  Gircait  Court,  29S. 

t  Columbian  Insurance  Com|Hiny  «.  Aahby, -18  Peters,  848;  Barnard  %, 
Adams,  10  Howard,  802 
X  4  Binney,  618. 
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trary  to  expectation,  she  beat  over  and  got  into  deep  iiirater 
between  the  ridge  and  the  Jersey  shore.  Being  then  quite  un- 
governable, she  was  at  the  mercy  of  the  winds  and  currents, 
which,  most  fortunately  and  unaccountably,  brought  her  on  the 
shore  near  to  Cape  May,  the  object  of  their  wishes.  The  dam- 
age was  very  considerable,  both  ^on  the  ridge  and  at  the  Cape, 
and  in  the  course  of  the  argument  the  damage  at  these  two 
places  has  been  the  subject  of  separate  consideration." 

It  was  held  a  case  of  general  average,  both  as  to  the  dam- 
age from  striking  on  the  ridge  and  as  to  that  from  stranding 
ou  the  beach  at  Cape  May. 

'* '  Because,'  says  the  court, '  the  damage  at  Cape  May  was  the 
necessary  result  of  running  on  the  ridge.  The  ship  lost  her 
rudder  and  masts  on  the  ridge,  in  consequence  of  which  she  was 
driven  by  the  winds  and  waves  on  the  shore  near  the  cape.  The 
same  reasoning  applies  to  the  boats.  For  it  was  left  to  the  jury 
to  decide  whether  the  damage  done  to  them  was  in  consequence 
of  running  on  the  ridge.' " 

The  iirst  damage  was  by  striking  on  the  ridge  four  miles 
from  Cape  May,  and  was  expected.  The  subsequent  damage 
done  by  the  loss  of  her  boats  and  her  stranding  on  Cape 
May  was  not  only  not  expected,  nor  the  result  of  an  inten- 
tion to  effect  that  particular  object,  but  was  contrary  to  the 
expectations  of  the  chip's  officers.  It  was,  however,  a  con- 
sequence of  the  original  act  of  exposure,  and  partook  of  its 
character,  because  it  was  produced  subsequently,  by  placing 
her  in  a  situation  which  made  her  peculiarly  liable  to  dam- 
age: namely,  running  her  on  the  ridge,  where  she  beat  till 
she  lost  two  of  her  masts  and  her  rudder,  and  became  un- 
manageable.* 

The  better  doctrine  is  to  treat  all  the  &cts  connected  with 
or  consequent  upon  the  original  fact  of  exposure  as  one  se- 

*  And  see  Sturgess  v.  Cary,  2  Curtis,  69,  66,  67 ;  Reynolds  v.  Ocean  In- 
surance Co.,  22  Pickering,  191 ;  Oray  v.  Wain,  2  Sergeant  &  Rawle,  229; 
Maggrath  v.  Church,  1  Caines,  196;  Hennenv.  Munro,  16  Martin's  Louis- 
iana, 449 ;  also  a  case  in  the  French  Court  of  Aix  Code  de  Commerce,  Ro- 
gron's  edition,  note  to  Article  408. 
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ries:  by  reason  of  what  a  late  writer  calls  the  "oneness** 
of  an  act  of  general  average.* 

n.  Was  the  stranding  of  the  ship  such  as  to  make  the  loss 
occasioned  thereby  a  subject  of  general  average,  within  the 
rule  laid  down  ? 

That  this  inquiry  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative 
seems  sufficiently  clear. 

How  is  it  possible,  on  the  case  stated,  to  deny  that  there 
was  an  exposure,  by  the  master,  of  his  ship,  to  a  distinct  and 
extraordinary  peril,  purposely  made  by  him,  as  the  only 
escape  from  the  instant  destruction  impending  over  shipi 
cargo,  and  crew  ? 

The  stranding  is  voluntary  whenever  the  act  of  man  in 
any  degree  concurs  with  the  vis  major  to  produce  the  result-f 

The  statement  is,  that  ^^  stranding  was  one  of  the  chief 
risks  he  had  assumed  in  attempting  to  run  iu.''  The  other 
facts  show  conclusively  that  he  realized  this  danger  fully. 
They  show  that  with  his  ship  surrounded  by  the  most  press- 
ing dangers,  so  thoroughly  did  he  appreciate  the  perils  of 
entering,  and  so  reluctant  was  he  to  encounter  them,  that 
for  three  hours  he  held  on  outside,  waiting  for  a  pilot.  A 
more  pregnant  fact  it  would  be  difficult  to  imagine.  When, 
at  last,  he  made  up  his  mind  to  attempt  to  run  in  at  all 
hazards,  it  was  not  because  he  overlooked  or  underrated  the 
perils  of  the  enterprise;  but  because  it  offered  the  only 
chance  of  escape  from  the  far  greater  dangers  that  sur- 
rounded him,  and  which  had  become  too  pressing  for  further 
delay ;  and  because,  as  the  agreed  statement  says,  "  be  pre- 
ferred all  the  risks  of  running  in  to  those  of  remaining  out- 
side.'' So  stern  was  the  necessity,  that  even  though  he 
knew  the  water  was  shoaling  rapidly  under  him,  the  lead 
showing  successively  eight,  seven,  six,  five,  four  and  a  half, 
and  four  fathoms,  he  dared  not  desist  from  the  attempt  to 
make  his  way  in.    The  next  moment,  as  must  have  been 


*  Hopkins's  Average,  82,  and  cases  cited. 

f  Emerigon  (Meredith),  824,  476;  Arnold  on  Insurance,  78&-6  (ISng.  ed. 
186G),  and  note  1,  p.  786;  4  Boulay  Paty,  466,  467,  478. 
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expected,  the  ship  groanded,  and  after  striking  heavily,  re- 
mained fast. 

In  the  face  of  these  facts  it  seems  little  to  the  purpose  to 
urge  that  the  particular  reef  on  which  the  ship  struck  was 
unknown  to  the  master,  that  he  endeavored  to  get  a  pilot, 
or  even  that  he  hoped  or  expected  to  take  her  safely  in. 

The  theory  of  the  court  below  was  that  to  constitute  a 
general  average  loss  there  must  be  an  intent  recklessly  to 
destroy  the  thing  selected  for  the  exposure;  a  determination 
to  sacrifice  it  at  all  events,  without  regard  to  the  ordinary 
means  of  safety. 

In  truth,  the  intention  to  injure  the  jctctus,  as  distinguished 
from  the  intention  to  put  it  in  a  situation  of  exposure  out  of 
the  usual  course,  much  less  to  injure  it  in  any  particular 
manner,  or  by  any  particular  rock  or  shoal,  cannot  be  an 
element  of  general  average.  Otherwise,  goods  lightered 
would  never  be  entitled  to  contribution ;  because,  as  to  them 
(as  already  remarked),  so  far  from  there  being  any  intention 
to  injure  them,  the  expectation  commonly  is  that  they  will 
be  saved,* 

So  there  is  nothing  in  the  fact  that  the  captain  tried  to 
get  a  pilot.  Having  determined  on  the  effort  to  take  his 
ship  in,  it  was  his  duty  to  do  so,  safely,  if  he  could ;  and 
the  law  of  general  average  neither  requires  nor  allows  any 
wanton  exposure  of  property,  or  reckless  disregard  of  the 
ordinary  precautions.  Neither  does  it  object  that  the  mas- 
ter obtains  safety  for  the  rest,  at  the  least  possible  risk  to 
the  thing  exposed.f 

It  is  sufficient  if  there  is  a  purpose  to  subject  the  jactus  to 
a  distinct  and  extraordinary  exposure  in  lieu  of  the  rest. 
That  having  been  the  master's  purpose  in  this  case,  it  is  im- 
material how  far  he  hoped  or  endeavored  to  take  his  ship  in 
without  serious  injury.    His  purpose  and  intention  were  to 


*  Caze  V.  Beilly,  supray  214. 

f  Barnard  v.  Adams,  10  Howard,  270;  Sims  v.  Ourney,  4  Binney,  518, 
614,  616,  619;  Mutual  Insurance  Co.  v.  Cargo  of  Ship  George,  Olcott,  89,  91, 
92;  Columbia  Insurance  Company  v.  Ashby,  18  Peters,  842;  Emerigon,  824 
(€h.  12,  <  18). 
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attempt  to  take  her  in  at  all  hazards ;  and  this  purpose  and 
intention  embraced  all  the  consequences  of  the  attempt.  He 
may  have  hoped  they  would  not  be  serious,  and  may  have 
taken  every  precaution  to  that  end ;  and  he  may  not  have 
had  beforehand  a  very  definite  idea  of  their  precise  character. 
But,  whatever  they  might  be,  he  deliberately  exposed  his 
ship  to  them.  When  one  of  them  proved  to  be  stranding, 
that  result  took  its  character  from  the  act  whence  it  flowed. 
That  having  been  voluntary  and  with  a  purpose,  the  strand- 
ing was,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  voluntary  also.  The  master's 
efibrts,  or  even  his  hopes  to  take  his  ship  in  safely,  as  they 
could  not  control  the  event,  do  not  affect  its  character. 

The  only  remaining  inquiry  is — 

III.  Was  the  risk  taken  in  this  case  out  of  the  usual  course 
of  navigation  and  of  the  ship's  duties  as  a  carrier  for  the 
voyage,  so  as  to  entitle  the  loss  consequent  thereon  to  come 
into  general  average? 

The  place  into  which  the  master  of  the  Star  of  Hope  was 
obliged  to  venture  with  her,  as  his  only  chance  of  escape, 
was  not  his  destined  or  any  port,  but  a  wild  and  desolate 
bay,  far  from  the  paths  of  commerce  and  foraaken  by  man, 
with  a  depth  of  water  palpably  dangerous  and  insufficient. 
The  attempt  to  take  her  into  such  a  place  at  all  was  not  only 
beyond  his  duty,  but  could  not  be  justified  except  by  circum- 
stances so  desperate  as  to  leave  no  alternative  between  that 
and  destruction.  The  same  circumstances  inspired  the  mo- 
tive which  gives  to  the  attempt,  and  to  its  consequences,  the 
character  which  we  claim  for  them. 

The  circumstances' of  the  present  case  illustrate  forcibly 
this  important  distinction  between  it  and  the  cases  put  by 
the  district  judge. 

If,  after  the  deviation  of  the  ship,  while  making  for  a  port 
of  refuge,  she  had  encountered  an  ordinary  peril  of  the  seas, 
or  one  which,  however  extraordinary,  was  casual  and  wholly 
unanticipated,  and  without  the  choice  or  agency  of  man,  in 
neither  instance  would  the  loss  be  general  average.  In  the 
former  instance  the  loss  is  one  of  the  ordinary  incidents  of 
navigation ;  in  the  latter  it  lacks  the  essential  element  of  an 
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exposure  made  or  a  risk  run  by  man's  agency  with  a  pur- 
pose, and  that  purpose  the  common  safety  from  a  known 
danger. 

But  in  the  moment  when  the  determination  to  take  his 
ship  into  an  unknown  bay,  at  whatever  risk,  was  acted  on 
by  the  master,  a  new  exposure  of  the  ship  was  made,  wholly 
different  in  its  character;  an  exposure  to  distinct  perils, 
made  with  a  purpose  of  rescuing  all  the  interests  from  a 
common  danger ;  an  exposure  which  was  the  voluntary  sacri* 
fice  of  the  ship,  so  far  as  the  mind  and  agency  of  man  were 
concerned,  or  as  respected  any  consequences  that  might 
ensue.* 

IV.  [The  counsel  then  directed  his  argument  to  the  ex- 
ceptions to  the  commissioner's  report] 

Mr.  Donahue^  contra : 

To  make  a  loss  or  damage  by  stranding  a  subject  of  gen- 
eral average,  the  stranding  must  be  voluntarily  or  purposely 
done. 

The  question  then  presented,  as  applied  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  at  bar,  is  this :  Is  the  accidental  strand- 
ing of  a  vessel  to  be  deemed  a  voluntary  or  intentional 
stranding  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  when  it  appeara 
that  the  stranding  was  either  directly  or  incidentally  occa- 
sioned by  the  intentional  exposure  of  the  vessel  to  extraordi- 
nary perils,  out  of  the  usual  course  of  navigation  and  of  the 
ship's  duties  as  a  common  carrier? 

The  principles  established  by  different  cases  cited  on 
the  other  side,  such  as  Caze  v.  ReiUy,'\  Columbian  Insurance 
Company  v.  Ashby^X  Sims  v.  Gumey^^  Gray  v.  Wdln^\\  seem 
to  be 

1.  That  the  intention  to  consign  to  inevitable  loss  the  ob- 
jects (whether  the  goods  or  the  ship)  which  are  selected  to 
bear  the  burden  of  the  risk  forms  no  element  of  the  right  to 
contribution.     This  principle  is  expressly  declared  by  the 

*  Lee  V.  Grinnell,  6  Duer,  416,  416. 
'    t  8  Washington's  Circuit  Court,  298.     %  18  Peters,  881. 
2  4  Binney,  618.  ||  2  Sergeant  A  Rawle,  229. 
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Supreme  Court  in  Barnard  y.  Adams,*  and  will  not  be  de- 
nied in  the  present  case. 

2.  It  is  also  decided  in  these  cases,  that  where  a  ship  has 
been  voluntarily  stranded,  the  circamstance  that  she  is  thereby 
lost  strengthens  rather  than  destroj'S  her  claim  for  contribu* 
tion  against  the  cargo  saved  by  the  sacrifice. 

8.  That  though  the  vessel  may  have  been  in  the  most  im- 
minent danger  of  being  stranded  by  the  force  of  the  ele- 
ments, yet,  if  the  actual  stranding  is  the  immediate  result  of 
human  agency,  and  is  different  from  the  one  impending,  and 
effected  for  the  common  safety,  the  case  is  one  for  general 
average. 

But  in  all  these  case&the  actual  stranding  as  it  occurred 
was  intentional.  The  doubt  arose  from  the  fact  that  a  strand- 
ing of  some  kind  was  imminent,  if  not  inevitable,  and  that 
the  volition  of  the  master  was  exercised  merely  in  the  selec- 
tion of  a  less  dangerous  part  of  the  shore  whereon  to  strand 
his  ship. 

But  in  the  case  at  bar  it  was  no  part  of  the  master's  in- 
tention to  strand  the  vessel.  The  stranding  was  not  only 
involuntary  but  unexpected,  except  so  far  as  he  was  aware 
that  in  attempting  to  run  into  an  unknown  harbor  he  in- 
curred that  risk,  amongst  others,  and  that  it  was  the  chief 
risk  he  encountered.  That  he  voluntarily  subjected  the 
vessel  and  cargo  to  whatever  risks  such  a  course  involved 
cannot  be  doubted,  but  it  is  equally  clear  that  he  did  not 
voluntarily  and  intentionally  strand  his  vessel,  that  is,  that 
the  stranding  was  not  the  immediate  and  direct  result  of  an 
intention  to  effect  that  particular  object. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  whole  deviation  to  a  port  of  dis- 
tress, and  especially  the  entering  this  port,  was  a  sacrifice  for 
the  common  safety.  But  if  an  accidental  damage  of  this 
kind  is  to  be  allowed  in  general  average,  because  it  occurred 
during  a  voluntary  deviation,  rendered  necessary  hy  ix  via 
major y  and  therefore  is  the  effect  and  consequence  of  a  sacri- 
fice for  the  common  safety,  the  same  principle  would  require 

*  10  Howard,  804. 
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that  every  Iobs  incurred  during  such  a  deviation  should  be 
contributed  for. 

Every  peril  encountered  during  a  deviation  is  encountered 
out  of  the  usual  course  of  navigation  for  the  voyage,  and 
might,  in  a  certain  sense,  be  said  to  be  the  consequence  and 
eflect  of  a  sacrifice  made  for  the  common  safety.  Thus,  if 
the  damage  consequent  upon  the  voluntary  exposure  to  the 
dangers  of  entering  an  unknown  harbor  be  general  average, 
by  parity  of  reasoning  losses  arising  from  directing  the  ship 
to  parts  of  the  seas  where  the  chances  of  collision  are  greatly 
increased,  or  to  high  latitudes,  where  the  risks  of  damage 
from  icebergs  are  enhanced,  or  to  stormy  and  inhospitable 
coasts,  where  the  damages  of  shipwreck  might  be  far  greater 
than  if  the  regular  and  usual  course  of  the  voyage  had  been 
pursued,  might  also  be  contributed;  for  the  practical  results 
of  the  principle  contended  for  would  be,  that  in  all  cases  of 
deviation  all  the  interests  would  be  bound  to  contribute,  or 
would  become  the  insurers  against  any  accidental  damage 
sustained  by  any  one  of  them. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  risk  incurred  in  entering  an  unknown 
and  unfrequented  harbor  was  extraordinary,  we  answer : 

1.  That  in  the  cases  supposed,  and  in  many  others,  the 
risks  incurred  in  consequence  of  a  deviation  may  be  quite  as 
great  and  as  much  out  of  the  usual  course  of  navigation  for 
the  voyage  as  those  incurred  by  the  Star  of  Hope. 

2.  That  it  would  be  impracticable  for  courts  to  make  the 
determination  of  the  right  to  contribution  depend  upon  nice 
discriminations  between  different  degrees  of  peril,  or  to  at- 
tempt to  decide  in.  each  case  whether  the  carrier  was  or  was 
not  bound,  by  his  contract,  to  expose  his  vessel  to  the  precise 
degree  of  risk  he  encountered ;  and, 

3.  That  it  is  better  to  establish  on  such  a  subject  a  clear 
and  w^l-defined  rule,  susceptible  of  general  application,  than 
to  make  the  decision  depend  upon  uncertain  estimates  of  the 
degree  of  risk  encountered,  and  thus  give  rise  to  many  un- 
founded claims  and  to  incessant  litigation. 

Independently  of  what  precedes,  which  is  in  fact  the  argu- 
ment of  the  court  below,  we  submit  that  the  ship  should 
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bear  the  loss,  because  by  an  express  contract, — ^that  namely, 
of  the  charter-party, — the  owner  of  the  vessel  expressly  un- 
dertook to  keep  the  vessel  at  his  own  expense  in  the  condition 
m  which  she  ought  to  be.  The  charter  made  no  exception. 
On  the  whole  case  the  ship  should  bear  the  loss. 

Reply :  To  the  point,  taken  here  for  the  first  time,  that 
the  charter-party  bound  the  owners  to  keep  the  ship  staunch, 
well-fitted,  &c.,  for  the  voyage,  the  answer  is :  That  this  cove- 
nant is  no  more  than  the  law  would  imply  without  express 
words,  and  is  subject  to  the  understood  exception  of  the 
perils  of  the  seas.* 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

These  are  appeals  in  admiralty,  brought  here  by  the 
claimants  of  the  ship  Star  of  Hope,  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  rendered  on  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court,  in  four  suits  in  rem  instituted  against  the  ship  in 
the  latter  court,  three  being  for  the  non-performance  of  a 
contract  of  aftreightment,  and  the  other  for  services  ren- 
dered, and  liabilities  aqd  expenses  incurred,  as  consignees 
of  the  vessel.  Twelve  other  suits  were  also  instituted  against 
the  ship  by  other  shippers  for  the  uon-delivery  of  their  re- 
spective shipments,  in  which  no  appeals  were  taken,  as  the 
amount  in  controversy  in  the  several  cases  was  less  than  two 
thousand  dollars. 

1.  Reference  to  one  of  the  libels  for  the  non-performance 
of  the  aftreightment  contract  will  be  sufficient,  as  they  all 
contain  substantially  the  same  allegations.  Take  the  first 
one,  for  example,  which  was  filed  by  the  charterers.  They 
describe  the  intended  voyage  as  one  from  the  port  of  New 
York  to  the  port  of  San  Francisco;  they  also  allege  that  the 
goods  were  shipped  on  board  the  vessel ;  that  she  sailed  on 
the  tenth  of  February,  1856,  from  the  port  of  shipment; 
that  on  the  eighteenth  of  April  following,  in  entering  or 
attempting  to  enter  the  port  of  San  Antonio,  she  accidentally 

*  The  Casco,  Davies,  185|  186,  187;  Ames  o.  Belden,  17  Barbour,  618. 
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grounded  or  stranded  upon  a  bank  or  shoal  there  situated; 
that  she  thereby  received  such  injuries  that  she  was  obliged, 
in  order  that  she  might  be  able  to  continue  the  voyage,  to 
put  back  to  Montevideo  for  repairs;  that  the  master,  after 
the  vessel  arrived  there,  being  without  money,  credit,  or 
other  means  to  execute  the  repairs,  sold  a  valuable  portion 
of  the  goods  shipped  by  and  belonging  to  the  libellants,  of 
the  value  of  forty-tour  thousand  seven  hundred  dollars,  and 
with  the  proceeds  thereof  paid  for  the  said  repairs;  that  the 
repairs  having  been  thus  made  the  ship  resumed  her  voyage, 
and  an*ived  safely  at  her  port  of  destination ;  that  by  reason 
of  the  sale  of  their  goods  the  libellants  lost  the  whole  amount 
sold,  and  that  the  master  and  owners  of  the  ship  neglect  and 
refuse  to  make  restitution. 

2.  Prior  to  the  filing  of  the  answer  the  fifteen  afiPreight- 
ment  suits  were  consolidated,  and  leave  was  given  to  the 
claimants  of  the  ship  to  file  one  general  answer  to  all  those 
libels,  and  also  to  file  one  general  stipulation  therein  for  costs 
and  expenses. 

Pursuant  to  that  leave  the  claimants  filed  their  answer,  in 
which  they  allege  that  the  injury  and  damage  to  the  ship  at 
the  Bay  of  San  Antonio  were  incurred  by  the  master  volun- 
tarily and  deliberately  for  the  general  safety,  and  especially 
for  the  safety  of  the  cargo  and  the  lives  of  those  on  board, 
and  that  consequently  all  loss  and  damage  sustained  by  the 
ship  at  that  bay,  and  all  costs  and  expenses  of  the  subsequent 
repairs,  and  all  other  necessary  costs  and  expenses  incurred 
while  at  Montevideo  and  in  getting  to  sea  again,  together 
with  the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  for  the  wages  and  pro- 
visions of  the  master,  officers,  and  crew,  to  the  time  when 
the  ship  resumed  her  voyage,  are,  of  right  and  according  to 
law,  a  subject  of  general  average  contribution,  to  be  borne 
by  the  ship,  her  freight,  and  her  cargo,  and  also  by  the 
owners  thereof  in  their  just  proportions.  They  also  allege 
that  the  goods  of  the  libellants  having  been  sold  by  necessity 
to  execute  the  repairs,  are,  of  right,  to  be  included  in  the 
general  average,  together  with  all  loss  and  damage  to  the 
libellants  in  consequence  of  the  sale  at  the  port  of  distress. 
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S.  Brief  reference  must  also  be  made  to  the  libel  filed  by 
the  consignees  of  the  ship,  as  the  fourth  appeal  under  con- 
sideration is  from  that  part  of  the  decree  relating  to  that 
suit.  Annexed  to  the  libel  is  a  schedule  setting  forth  the 
particular  expenses  and  liabilities  incurred  for  which  the 
suit  is  brought,  and  the  appellants,  in  response  to  that  claim, 
allege,  in  the  answer,  that  if  any  such  disbursements  were 
made,  or  any  such  expenses  or  liabilities  were  incurred,  as 
is  therein  supposed,  the  same  are  a  portion  of  the  general 
average  upon  the  ship,  her  freight,  and  cargo,  to  be  borne 
by  them  all  ratably,  as  alleged  in  the  answer  to  the  other 
libels. 

Both  parties  consenting,  the  cause  was  referred  to  a  com- 
missioner to  take  and  state  an  account  and  adjustment,  upon 
the  basis  that  the  damage,  loss,  and  expenses  incurred  by 
the  ship  are  a  subject  of  general  average  contribution,  as 
contended  by  the  claimants.  Subsequent  to  that  order,  and 
before  the  hearing,  the  parties  filed  the  agreed  statement  of 
facts  set  forth  in  the  record.  Although  filed  subsequent  to 
the  order  of  reference,  still  it  is  quite  evident  that  it  was 
drawn  up  and  agreed  to  prior  to  the  order,  a6  one  of  the 
conditions  of  the  order  is  that  it  shall  not  aliect  prejudicially 
the  agreements  of  the  parties  as  contained  in  the  agreed 
statement. 

Other  evidence  was  introduced  in  addition  to  what  is  con- 
tained in  the  agreed  statement,  and  the  commissioner  having 
heard  the  parties  reported  his  conclusions  in  writing  to  the 
court,  as  directed  in  the  order  of  reference.  Exceptions  to 
the  report  were  duly  taken  by  both  parties,  and  they  were 
again  heard  in  support  of  the  same;  but  the  court  being  of 
the  opinion  that  the  damage,  loss,  and  expenses  incurred  by 
the  ship,  as  described  in  the  answer  and  in  the  agreed  state- 
ment, are  not  the  proper  subject  of  general  average  contri- 
bution, sustained  the  exceptions  tiled  by  the  libellants,  over- 
ruled those  filed  by  the  claimants,  and  entered  the  decree  set 
forth  in  the  transcript.  Appeal  was  taken  by  the  claimants 
from  that  decree  to  the  Circuit  Court,  where  the  decree  of 
the  District  Court  was  in  all  things  affirmed.     Dissatisfied 
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with  the  decree  as  affirmed,  the  claimants  appealed  to  this 
court,  and  still  insist  that  the  damage,  loss,  and  expenses 
incurred  by  the  ship  are  the  proper  subject  of  general  aver- 
age between  the  ship,  her  cargo,  and  freight,  as  alleged  in 
the  answer,  which  is  the  principal  question  presented  for 
decision. 

4.  Much  less  difficulty  will  attend  the  solution  of  the  ques- 
tion than  is  usual  in  cases  of  this  description,  as  all  the  facts 
material  to  be  considered  in  deciding  the  case  are  set  forth 
in  the  agreed  statement  signed  by  the  counsel  of  the  respec- 
tive parties. 

Part  of  the  cargo  was  furnished  by  the  charterers,  but  large 
quantities  of  goods  were  also  shipped  by  the  libellants  in  the 
other  libels,  numbered  from  two  to  fifteen  inclusive,  and  the 
owners  of  the  ship  also,  by  the  consent  of  the  charterers, 
shipped  two  hundred  and  forty-four  and  a  half  tons  of  coal 
on  their  own  account.  They  were  not  interested  in  the  other 
shipments,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  describe  the  goods  compos- 
ing the  residue  of  the  cargo,  except  to  say  that  among  the 
merchandise  shipped  were  five  hundred  casks  and  packages 
of  spirituous  liquors,  and  forty  or  fifty  kegs  of  gunpowder, 
prepared  as  ^'  patent  safety  fuses,"  and  the  agreed  statement 
shows  that  the  spirituous  liquors  were  stowed  next  to  the 
coal  shipped  by  the  owners. 

With  a  full  cargo  on  board,  the  ship  sailed  for  her  port 
of  destination  on  the  day, alleged  in  the  pleadings,  and  dur- 
ing the  voyage,  to  wit,  on  the  fourteenth  of  April  following, 
it  was  discovered  that  great  quantities  of  smoke  and  vapor 
were  issuing  from  the  fore  and  after  batches  of  the  ship. 
She  was  proceeding  on  her  voyage,  at  the  time  the  discovery 
was  made,  in  latitude  forty-six  degrees  south,  longitude  fifty- 
three  degrees  west,  but  the  weather  was  squally  and  the  sea 
was  rough.  Precautions,  such  as  are  usual  on  such  occasions, 
were  immediately  adopted:  the  hatches  were  fastened  down, 
and  "  everything  made  tight,"  in  order  to  check  as  much  as 
possible  the  progress  of  the  fire,  at  least  until  a  port  of  succor 
could  be  reached. 

Great  alarm  was  felt,  and  the  fears  of  all  were  much  ii^ 

VOL.    IX.  15 


226  Star  op  Hope.  [Sup.  Ct 


Case  restated  in  the  opinion. 


creased  by  the  fact,  well  known  to  all,  that  the  cargo  con- 
tained prepared  gunpowder  and  large  quantifies  of  spirituous 
liquors.  Under  the  circumstances  the  crew  refused  to  con- 
tinue the  voyage,  and  the  master  determined,  very  properly, 
as  the  parties  agree,'to  make  for  the  Bay  of  San  Antonio,  on 
the  southeast  coast  of  Patagonia,  as  the  nearest  anchorage, 
and  at  the  end  of  four  days  the  ship  arrived  off  that  bay,  and 
set  the  usual  signal  for  a  pilot. 

Throughout  that  period  the  signs  of  fire  continued  to  in- 
crease, and  in  getting  up  the  chains,  so  as  to  be  ready  to  cast 
anchor  without  delay,  they  were  found  to  be  quite  hot,  and 
there  were  other  indications  of  fire,  which  greatly  heightened 
the  general  alarm.  Unwilling  to  run  into  a  bay,  unknown 
to  him,  without  a  pilot,  the  master  set  his  signal  as  aforesaid 
and  waited  three  hours  for  one,  but  no  one  cnmc,  and  it  be- 
came evident  that  none  could  be  expected,  as  the  coast  was 
wild  and  desolate. 

Something  must  be  done,  as  the  alarm  increased  as  the 
impending  peril  became  more  imminent.  Haul  off  the  mas- 
ter couid  not,  as  the  wind  and  waves  were  against  any  such 
movement.  He  could  not  resume  the  voyage  for  the  same 
reason,  and  also  because  the  crew  utterly  refused  their  co- 
operation ;  nor  could  he  with  safety  any  longer  attempt  to 
*Mie  to,"  as  the  ship  was  gradually  approaching  the  shore, 
and  because  she  was  exposed  both  to  the  impending  peril 
of  fire  on  board,  and  to  the  danger,  scarcely  less  imminent, 
of  shipwreck  from  the  wind  and  waves.  Nothing,  therefore, 
remained  for  the  master  to  do,  which  it  was  within  his  power 
to  accomplish,  but  to  run  the  vessel  ashore,  which  it  is  agreed 
by  the  parties  would  have  resulted  in  the  ^^  certain  and  almost 
instant  loss  of  vessel,  cargo,  and  all  on  board,"  or  to  make 
the  attempt  to  run  into  the  bay  without  the  assistance  of  a 
pilot.  Evidently  he  would  have  been  faithless  to  every  in- 
terest committed  to  his  charge  if  he  had  attempted  to  beach 
the  vessel  at  that  time  and  place,  as  the  agreed  statement 
shows  that  the  weather  was  rough,  that  the  wind  was  high 
and  blowing  towards  the  land  with  a  heavy  sea,  and  that  the 
aborve  was  rocky  and  precipitous. 
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What  the  master  did  on  the  occasion  is  well  described  by 
the  parties  in  the  agreed  statement,  in  which  they  say  he  at 
length  determined,  as  the  best  thing  to  be  done  for  the  gen- 
eral safety,  and  especially  for  the  preservation  of  the  cargo 
and  the  lives  of  those  on  board,  to  make  the  attempt  to 
ran  in  without  a  pilot,  preferring  all  risks  to  be  thereby  in- 
curred rather  than  to  remain  outside  in  the  momentary  ap- 
prehension of  destruction  to  all,  and  the  parties  agree  that 
he  was  fully  justified  in  his  decision  as  tested  by  all  the 
circumstances,  although  the  ship  in  attempting  to  enter  the 
bay  grounded  on  a  reef,  and  before  she  could  be  got  to  sea 
again  sprung  aleak  and  sustained  very  serious  injuries  in 
her  bottom. 

Oreat  success,  however,  attended  the  movement,  notwith- 
standing those  injuries,  as  the  water  taken  in  by  the  ship 
extinguished  the  fire,  and  the  ship  remained  fast  and  secure 
from  shipwreck  until  the  winds  subsided  and  the  sea  became 
calm. 

Repairs  could  not  be  made  at  that  place,  and  the  parties 
agree  that  the  injuries  to  the  ship  were  such  as  fully  justified 
the  master  in  returning  to  Montevideo  for  that  purpose,  as 
that  was  the  nearest  port  where  the  repairs  could  be  made. 
He  arrived  there  on  the  twenty-seventh  of  the  same  month, 
and  it  appears  by  the  agreed  statement  that  the  just  and 
necessary  expenses  incurred  by  the  ship  at  that  port  to 
enable  her  to  resume  the  voyage  were  one  hundred  thou- 
sand dollars,  including  repairs,  unloading,  warehousing,  and 
reloading  of  the  cargo,  and  that  the  master,  being  without 
funds  or  credit,  was  obliged  to  sell  a  considerable  portion  of 
the  cargo  to  defray  those  expenses. 

Repaired  and  rendered  seaworthy  by  those  means  the 
ship,  on  the  eleventh  of  September,  in  the  same  year,  re- 
sumed her  voyage  and  arrived  at  her  port  of  destination  on 
the  seventh  of  December  following,  and  the  master,  ivithout 
unnecessary  delay,  delivered  the  residue  of  the  shipments  in 
good  order  to  the  respective  consignees,  as  required  by  the 
contract  of  afi^reightment. 
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5.  General  average  eontribution  is  defined  to  be  a  contri- 
bution by  all  the  parties  in  a  sea  adventure  to  make  good 
the  loss  sustained  by  one  of  their  number  on  account  of  sacri- 
fices voluntarily  made  of  part  of  the  ship  or  cargo  to  save 
the  residue  and  the  lives  of  those  on  board  from  an  impend- 
ing peril,  or  for  extraordinary  expenses  necessarily  incurred 
by  one  or  more  of  the  parties  for  the  general  benefit  of  all 
the  interests  embarked  in  the  enterprise.  Losses  which  give 
a  claim  to  general  average  are  usually  divided  into  two 
great  classes:  (1.)  Those  which  arise  from  sacrifices  of  part 
of  the  ship  or  part  of  the  cargo,  purposely  made  in  order  to 
save  the  whole  adventure  from  perishing.  (2.)  Those  which 
arise  out  of  extraordinary  expenses  incurred  for  the  joint 
benefit  of  ship  and  cargo.* 

Common  justice  dictates  that  where  two  or  more  parties 
.are  engaged  in  the  same  sea  risk,  and  one  of  them,  in  a  mo- 
ment of  imminent  peril,  makes  a  sacrifice  to  avoid  the  im- 
pending danger  or  incurs  extraordinary  expenses  to  promote 
the  general  safety,  the  loss  or  expenses  so  incurred  shall  be 
assessed  upon  all  in  proportion  to  the  share  of  each  in  the 
adventure.f 

Where  expenses  are  incurred  or  sacrifices  made  on  ac- 
count of  the  ship,  freight,  and  cargo,  by  the  owner  of  either, 
the  owners  of  the  other  interests  are  bound  to  make  contri- 
bution in  the  proportion  of  the  value  of  their  several  interests, 
but  in  order  to  constitute  a  basis  for  such  a  claim  it  must 
appear  that  the  expenses  or  sacrifices  were  occasioned  by  an 
apparently  imminent  peril;  that  they  were  of  an  extraor- 
dinary character;  that  they  were  voluntarily  made  with  a 
view  to  the  general  safety ;  and  that  they  accomplished  or 
aided  at  least  in  the  accomplishment  of  that  purpose.^ 

Authorities  may  be  found  which  attempt  to  qualify  this 
rule,  and  assert  that  where  the  situation  of  the  ship  was 
such  that  the  whole  adventure  would  certainly  and  unavoid- 

*  2  Amould  on  Insurance,  770;  McAndrews  v.  Thatcher,  8  Wallace,  866. 
t  2  Parsons  on  Insurance,  210;  lb.  277;  1  Parsons  on  Shipping,  846; 
McAndrews  v,  Thatcher,  8  Wallace,  866. 
X  2  Phillips  on  Insurance,  61. 
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ably  have  been  lost  if  the  sacrifice  in  qnestion  had  not  been 
made,  the  party  making  it  cannot  claim  to  be  compensated 
by  the  other  interests,  because  it  is  said  that  a  thing  cannot 
be  regarded  as  having  been  sacrificed  which  had  already 
ceased  to  have  any  value,  bat  the  correctness  of  the  position 
cannot  be  admitted  unless  it  appears  that  the  thing  itself  for 
which  contribution  is  claimed  was  so  situated  that  it  could 
not  possibly  have  been  saved,  and  that  its  sacrifice  did  not 
contribute  to  the  safety  of  the  crew,  ship,  or  cargo.  Sacri- 
fices, where  there  is  no  peril,  present  no  claim  for  contribu- 
tion, but  the  greater  and  more  imminent  the  peril  the  more 
meritorious  the  claim  for  such  contribution,  if  the  sacrifice 
was  voluntary  and  contributed  to  save  the  associated  inter- 
ests from  the  impending  danger  to  which  the  same  were  ex- 
posed.* 

Such  claims  have  their  foundation  in  equity,  and  rest  upon 
the  doctrine  that  whatever  is  sacrificed  for  the  common  ben- 
efit of  the  associated  interests  shall  be  made  good  by  all  the 
interests  which  were  exposed  to  the  common  peril  and  which 
were  saved  from  the  common  danger  by  the  sacrifice.  Much 
is  deferred  in  such  an  emergency  to  the  judgment  and  de- 
cision of  the  master;  but  the  authorities,  everywhere,  agree 
that  three  things  must  concur  in  order  to  constitute  a  valid 
claim  for  general  average  contribution :  First,  there  must  be 
a  common  danger  to  which  the  ship,  cargo,  and  crew  were  all 
exposed,  and  that  danger  must  be  imminent  and  apparently 
inevitable,  except  by  incurring  a  loss  of  a  portion  of  the 
associated  interests  to  save  the  remainder.  Secondly,  there 
must  be  the  voluntary  sacrifice  of  a  part  for  the  benefit  of 
the  whole,  as  for  example  a  voluntary  jettison  or  casting 
away  of  some  portion  of  the  associated  interests  for  the  pur- 
pose of  avoiding  the  common  peril,  or  a  voluntary  transfer 
of  the  common  peril  from  the  whole  to  a  particular  portion 
of  those  interests.  Thirdly,  the  attempt  so  made  to  avoid 
the  common  peril  to  which  all  those  interests  were  exposed 


*  llaude  &  Pollock  on  Shipping,  820;  HacLachlan  on  Shipping,  866; 
Banuurd  0.  Adanui,  10  Howard,  270. 
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muBt  be  to  some  practical  extent  successfaly  for  if  nothing  is 
saved  there  cannot  be  any  such  contribntion  in  any  case.* 

Equity  requires^  says  Emerigon,  that  in  these  cases  those 
whose  effects  have  been  preserved  by  the  loss  of  the  mer- 
chandise of  others  shall  contribute  to  this  damage,  and  com- 
mercial policy  as  well  as  equity  favors  the  principle  of  con- 
tribution,  as  it  encourages  the  owner,  if  present,  to  consent 
that  his  property,  or  some  portion  of  it,  may  be  cast  away 
or  exposed  to  peculiar  and  special  danger  to  save  the  asso- 
ciated interests  and  the  lives  of  those  on  board  from  impend- 
ing destruction ;  and  if  not  present,  the  moral  tendency  of 
the  well-known  commercial  usage  is  to  induce  the  master  to 
exercise  an  independent  judgment  in  the  emergency  for  the 
benefit  of  all  concerned.f 

Masters  are  often  compelled,  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties,  to  choose  between  the  probable  consequences  of  im- 
minent perils  threatening  the  loss  of  the  ship,  cargo,  and  all 
on  board,  and  a  sacrifice  of  some  portion  of  the  associated 
interests  in  their  custody  and  under  their  control,  as  the 
only  means  of  averting  the  dangers  of  the  impending  peril 
in  their  power  to  employ.  They  must  elect  in  such  an 
emergency,  and  if  they,  in  the  exercise  of  their  best  skill 
and  judgment,  decide  that  it  is  their  duty  to  lighten  the 
ship,  cut  away  the  masts,  or  to  strand  the  vessel,  courts  of 
justice  are  not  inclined  to  overrule  their  determinations. 

Owners  of  vessels  are  under  obligation  to  employ  masters 
of  reasonable  skill  and  judgment  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties,  but  they  do  not  contract  that  they  shall  possess  such 
qualities  in  an  extraordinary  degree,  nor  that  they  shall  do 
in  any  given  emergency  what,  after  the  event,  others  may 
think  would  have  been  best  From  the  necessity  of  the 
case  the  law  imposes  upon  the  master  the  duty,  and  clothes 
him  with  the  power,  to  judge  and  determine,  at  the  time, 
whether  the  circumstances  of  danger  ^n  such  a  case  are  or 
are  not  so  great  and  pressing  as  to  render  a  sacrifice  of  a 

*  Barnard  v.  Adams,  10  Howard,  808  ;  Patten  v.  Darling,  1  Clifford,  262; 
2  Parsons  on  Insurance,  278. 
f  Emerigon,  467. 
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portion  of  the  associated  interests  indispensable  for  the  com- 
mon safety  of  the  remainder.  Standing  upon  the  deck  of 
the  vessel,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  her  strength  and  con- 
dition, and  of  the  state  of  the  elements  which  threaten  a 
common  destrnction,  he  can  best  decide  in  the  emergency 
what  the  necessities  of  the  moment  require  tp  save  the  lives 
of  those  on  board  and  the  property  intrusted  to  his  care,  and 
if  he  is  a  competent  master,  if  an  emergency  actually  existed 
calling  for  a  decision  whether  such  sacrifice  was  required, 
and  if  he  appears  to  have  arrived  at  his  conclusion  with  due 
deliberation,  by  a  fair  exercise  of  his  own  skill  and  judg- 
ment, with  no  unreasonable  timidity,  and  with  an  honest 
intent  to  do  his  duty,  it  must  be  presumed,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  to  the  contrary,  that  his  decision  was  wisely  and 
properly  made.* 

Controversies  respecting  the  allowance  or  adjustment  of 
general  average  more  frequently  arise  in  cases  where  the 
sacrifice  made  consisted  of  a  jettison  of  a  portion  of  the 
cargo  than  in  respect  to  any  other  disaster  in  navigation.f 

Explanations  and  illustrations  upon  the  subject,  therefore, 
whether  found  in  treatises  or  in  judicial  decisions,  are  usually 
more  particularly  applicable  to  cases  of  that  description  than 
to  a  case  where  the  vessel  was  stranded,  but  the  leading 
principles  of  law  by  which  the  rights  of  parties  are  to  be  as- 
certained and  deteruiined  in  such  cases  are  the  same  whether 
the  sacrifice  made  consisted  of  a  part  of  the  cargo  or  of  a 
part  or  the  whole  of  the  ship,  as  the  controlling  rule  is,  that 
what  is  given  for  the  general  benefit  of  all  shall  be  made 
good  by  the  contdbution  of  all,  which  is  the  germ  and  sub- 
stance of  all  the  law  npon  the  subject. 

Doubts  at  one  time  were  entertained  whether  a  loss  occa- 
sioned by  a  voluntary  stranding  of  the  vessel,  even  though 
it  was  made  for  the  general  safety,  and  to  avoid  the  probable 
consequences  of  an  imminent  peril  to  the  whole  adventure, 
was  the  proper  subject  of  general  average  contribution,  but 

*  Lftwrenoe  v.  Hintarn,  17  Howard,  110;  Dupont  v.  Vance,  19  Howard, 
166 ;  Patten  «.  Darling,  1  ClilTord,  264. 
f  Birkley  v.  Presgrave,  1  East,  227. 
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those  doubts  have  long  since  been  dissipated  in  most  juris- 
dictions, and  they  have  no  place  whatever  in  the  jurispru- 
dence of  the  United  States. 

Where  the  ship  is  voluntarily  run  ashore  to  avoid  capture, 
foundering,  or  shipwreck,  and  she  is  afterwards  recovered  so 
as  to  be  able  to  perform  her  voyage,  the  loss  resulting  from 
the  stranding,  says  Mr.  Arnould,  is  to  be  made  good  by  gen- 
eral average  contribution,  and  the  writer  adds  that  there  is 
no  rule  more  cleariy  established  than  this  by  the  uniform 
course  of  maritime  law  and  usage.* 

Sustained  as  that  proposition  is  at  the  present  day  by  uni- 
versal consent,  it  does  not  seem  to  be  necessary  to  refer  to 
other  authorities  in  its  support,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  enlarge 
that  rule  in  order  to  dispose  of  the  present  controversy,  but 
to  prevent  any  misconception  as  to  the  views  of  the  court  it 
is  deemed  proper  to  add  that  it  is  settled  law  in  this  court 
that  the  case  is  one  for  general  average,  although  the  ship 
was  totally  lost,  if  the  stranding  was  voluntary  and  was  de- 
signed for  the  common  safety,  and  it  appears  that  the  act  of 
stranding  resulted  in  saving  the  cargo.f 

Undoubtedly  the  sacrifice  must  be  voluntary  and  must 
have  been  intended  as  a  means  of  saving  the  remaining 
property  of  the  adventure,  and  the  lives  of  those  on  board, 
and  unless  such  was  the  purpose  of  the  act  it  gives  no  claim 
for  contribution,  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should 
have  been  any  intention  to  destroy  the  thing  or  things  cast 
away,  as  no  such  intention  is  ever  supposed  to  exist.  On 
the  contrary  it  is  sufficient  that  the  property  was  selected  to 
suffer  the  common  peril  in  the  place  of  the  whole  of  the  as- 
sociated interests,  that  the  remainder  might  be  saved.^ 

6.  Suggestion  is  made  that  the  act  of  stranding  of  the 
T-essel  in  this  case  was  not  a  voluntary  act,  as  the  reef  where 

*  2  Arnoald  on  InBimnce,  7S4 ;  Lewis  v.  WiUiams,  1  Hall,  440. 

f  ColttmbiAn  Insurance  Company  v,  Ashby,  18  Peters,  881 ;  Gaze  v.  Reilly, 
4  Waskiagton's  Circuit  Court,  29S ;  Sims  v.  Gurney,  4  Binney,  618 ;  Gray  v. 
Wain,  2  6.  4b  B.  229;  1  Parsons  on  Shipping,  872;  Merithew  v.  Sampson, 
4  Allen,  192. 

X  1  Parsons  on  Shipping,  848. 
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she  grounded  was  not  visible  at  the  time  and  was  unknown 
to  the  master^  but  the  agreed  statement  sho.ws  that  in  under* 
taking  to  run  into  the  bay  the  master  knew  that  the  chief 
risk  he  had  to  encounter  was  the  stranding  of  the  ship,  and 
the  precautions  which  he  took  to  guard  against  that  danger 
show  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the  disaster 
was  not  altogether  unexpected.  As  the  ship  advanced  the 
lead  was  constantly  employed,  showing  eight  fathoms  at 
first,  then  seven,  then  six  only,  and  so  on,  the  depth  con- 
tinuing to  diminish  at  each  throw  of  the  lead  until  the  ship 
grounded  and  remained  fast 

Grant  that  the  master  did  not  intend  that  the  ship  should 
ground  on  that  reef,  still  it  is  clear  that  he  was  aware  that 
such  a  danger  was  the  chief  one  he  had  to  encounter  in  en- 
tering the  bay,  and  the  case  shows  that  he  deliberately  elected 
and  decided  to  take  that  hazard  rather  than  to  remain  out- 
side, where,  in  his  judgment,  the  whole  interests  under  his 
control,  and  the  lives  of  all  on  board  were  exposed  to  immi- 
nent peril  if  not  to  certain  destruction.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances it  is  not  possible  to  decide  that  the  will  of  maa 
did  not  in  some  degree  contribute  to  the  stranding  of  the 
ship,  which  is  all  that  is  required  to  constitute  the  stranding 
a  voluntary  act  within  the  meaning  of  the  commercial  law.* 

Suppose  the  storm  outside .  the  bay  was  irresistible  and 
overpowering,  still  it  does  not  follow  that  there  was  no  exer- 
cise of  judgment,  for  there  may  be  a  choice  of  perils  when 
there  is  no  possibility  of  perfect  safety.f 

Destruction  of  all  the  interests  was  apparently  certain  if 
the  ship  remained  outside,  but  the  master  under  the  circum- 
stances elected  to  enter  the  bay,  without  the  assistance  of  a 
pilot,  knowing  that  there  was  great  danger  that  the  ship 
might  ground  in  the  attempt,  but  his  decision  was,  that  it 
was  better  for  all  concerned  to  make  the  attempt  than  to  re- 
main where  he  was,  even  if  she  did  ground,  and  the  result 
shows  that  he  decided  wisely  for  all  interests,  as  damage  re* 

*  2  Amould  on  Insurancei  786 ;  Emerigon,  824 

t  Sims  V.  Ourney,  4  Binney,  526 ;  2  Parsons  on  Contracts  (6th  ed.),  825, 
And  note  y. 
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Bulted  to  none  except  to  the  Bhip,  and  she  would  donbtless 
have  been  destroyed  if  she  had  continued  to  remain  outside 
of  the  bay.* 

Guided  by  these  considerations  our  conclusion  is,  that  the 
loss  and  damage  sustained  by  the  ship  at  the  place  of  the 
disaster,  and  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  repairs,  and  all 
the  other  costs  and  expenses  as  charged  in  the  adjustment, 
are  the  proper  subject  of  general  average  contribution,  as 
alleged  by  the  claimants  in  their  answer. 

Details  will  be  avoided,  as  the  decree  must  be  reversed 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

7.  Apart  from  the  error  in  the  principle  of  the  decree 
there  is  a  manifest  error  in  the  amount  allowed  in  the  first 
case,  but  inasmuch  as  there  must  be  a  new  hearing  and  a 
new  decree,  the  correction  of  the  error  can  best  be  made  in 
the  Circuit  Court. 

Brief  consideration  must  also  be  given  to  the  exceptions, 
taken  by  the  claimants,  to  the  report  of  the  commissioner, 
which  were  overruled  by  the  court.  They  are  three  in  num- 
ber, and  they  will  be  considered  in  the  order  in  which  they 
were  made. 

i.  That  the  commissioner  erred  in  charging  the  ship  or 
freight  with  any  part  of  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  char- 
terers in  the  ex  parte  adjustment  procured  by  them  prior  to 
the  order  of  reference  to  the  commissioner. 

Unusual  difficulty  attends  the  inquiry,  on  account  of  the 
indefinite  character  of  the  exception  and  the  uncertain  state 
of  the  evidence,  but  the  conclusion  of  the  court  being  that 
the  case  is  one  for  general  average,  it  seems  to  the  court  that 
those  expenses  constitute  a  matter  to  be  adjusted  between 
the  charterers  and  the  libellants  irrespective  of  the  contro- 
versy presented  in  this  record,  unless  the  results  of  that  ad- 
justment were  adopted  and  used  by  the  comn)issioner.  In- 
fluenced by  these  suggestions  the  exception  is  sustained,  but 
the  matter  is  left  open  for  further  inquiry  when  the  mandate 
is  sent  down. 

*  Bea  V,  Cutler,  1  Sprague,  186. 
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ii.  That  the  commissioner  erred  in  assuming  that  the  valu- 
ation of  the  ship  as  given  in  the  policy  of  insurance  is  the 
proper  basis  of  her  contributory  value  in  the  statement  of 
the  amount  for  general  average. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  value  of  the  ship  for  contribution, 
where  she  has  received  no  extraordinary  injuries  during  the 
voyage,  and  has  not  been  repaired  on  that  account,  is  her 
value  at  the  time  of  her  arrival  at  the  termination  of  the 
voyage,  but  if  she  met  with  damage  before  she  arrived,  by 
perils  of  the  sea,  and  had  been  repaired,  then  the  value  to 
be  assumed  in  the  adjustment  is  her  worth  before  such  re- 
pairs were  made.  Neither  party  gave  any  evidence  as  to  the 
value  of  the  ship  prior  to  the  disaster  except  what  appears 
in  the  policy  of  insurance,  and  under  the  circumstances  it  is 
di£Sicult  to  see  what  better  rule  can  be  prescribed  than  that 
adopted  by  the  commissioner.'' 

Strictly  speaking  the  rule  is  the  value  of  the  ship  antece- 
dent to  the  injuries  received,  but  as  that  requirement  can 
seldom  be  met  the  usual  resort  is  her  value  at  the  port  of 
departure,  making  such  deduction  for  deterioration  as  ap- 
pears to  be  just  and  reasonable. f 

No  proofs  on  that  subject,  except  the  policy  of  insurance, 
was  offered  by  either  party,  and  inasmuch  as  ships  are  seldom 
insured  beyond  their  actual  value  the  exception  is  overruled. 

iii.  That  the  commissioner  erred  in  carrying  into  partic- 
ular average  certain  expenses  incurred  by  the  master  at  the 
port  where  the  repairs  were  made,  which  should  have  been 
regarded  as  the  proper  subject  of  general  average. 

Considerable  difficulty  also  attends  this  inquiry  for  the 
want  of  a  more  definite  statement  of  the  grounds  of  the  com« 
plaint.  We  think  it  plain,  however,  that  the  exception  must 
be  sustained,  as  some  of  the  matters  charged  as  particular 
average,  in  whole  or  in  part,  ought  clearly  to  have  been  in- 

*  Hopkins  on  Average  (8d  od.),  104;  2  Arnould  on  Insonince,  S12;  Pa- 
tapsco  Insurance  Co.  v.  Southgate,  6  Peters,  604 ;  Clark  v.  United  States 
Insurance  Co.,  7  Massachusetts ,  870;  Dodge  v.  Union  Insurance  Co.,  17  Id. 
471. 

f  1  Parsons  on  Shipping,  448;  Mutual  Safety  Insurance  Co.  v.  The  Ship 
George,  Olcott,  Rep.  167. 
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claded  at  their  fall  value  among  the  incidental  expenses 
necessarily  incurred  in  making  the  repairs,  but  in  view  of 
the  circumstances  we  shall  not  attempt  to  do  more  than  to 
state  the  general  principles  which  should  regulate  the  ad- 
justment in  the  particulars  involved  in  the  exception,  and 
leave  their  application  to  be  made  in  the  case  by  the  court 
below,  where  the  parties,  if  need  be,  may  again  be  heard. 

8.  Whatever  the  nature  of  the  injury  to  the  ship  may  be, 
and  whether  it  arose  from  the  act  of  the  master  in  volun- 
tarily sacrificing  a  part  of  it  or  in  voluntarily  stranding  the 
vessel,  the  wages  and  provisions  of  the  master,  officers,  and 
crew  from  the  time  of  putting  away  for  the  port  of  succor, 
and  every  expense  necessarily  incurred  during  the  detention 
for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  are  general  average.* 

Bepairs  necessary  to  remove  the  inability  of  the  ship  to 
proceed  on  her  voyage  are  now  regarded  everywhere  as  the 
proper  subject  of  general  average.  Expenses  for  repairs  be- 
yond what  is  reasonably  necessary  for  that  purpose  are  not 
so  regarded,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  examine  the  excep- 
tions to  the  rule  with  any  particularity  in  this  case,  as  the 
parties  agree  that  all  the  expenses  incurred  were  necessary 
to  enable  the  ship  to  resume  her  voyage. 

The  wages  and  provisions  of  the  master,  officers,  and  crew 
are  general  average  from  the  time  the  disaster  occurs  until 
the  ship  resumes  her  voyage,  if  proper  diligence  is  employed 
in  making  the  repairs,  f 

Towing  the  ship  into  port,  and  extra  expenses  necessarily 
incurred  in  pumping  to  keep  her  afloat  until  the  leaks  can 
be  stopped,  are  to  be  included  in  the  adjustment.^ 

Surveys,  port  charges,  the  hire  of  anchors,  cables,  boats, 
and  other  necessary  apparatus,  for  temporary  purposes  in 
making  the  repairs,  are  all  to  be  taken  into  the  account  as 

*  Abbott  on  Shippin/Ci  601 ;  Plummer  v.  Wildman,  8  Maule  &  Selwyn, 
482;  Walden  v.  Le  Boy,  2  Gainee,  262;  Henshaw  v.  Insurance  Co.,  lb  274; 
Nelaon  v.  Belmont,  21  New  York,  88 ;  The  Brig  Mary,  1  Sprague,  18. 

t  Padelford  e.  Boardman,  4  Mauachusetts,  648;  Potter  v.  Ocean  Insurance 
Co.,  8  Sumner,  27. 

I  2  Phillips  on  Insurance  (8d  ed.),  2  1826;  Orrok  v.  Commonwealth  In- 
surance Co.,  21  Pickering,  469. 
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well  as  tbe  expenses  of  unloading,  warehousing,  and  reload- 
ing the  cargo  after  the  repairs  are  completed.* 

Repairs  in  such  a  case  cannot  be  made  by  the  niaster  unless 
he  has  means  or  credit,  and  if  he  has  neither,  and  bis  situa- 
tion is  such  that  he  cannot  communicate  with  the  owners,  he 
may  sell  a  part  of  the  cargo  for  that  purpose  if  it  is  necessary 
for  him  to  do  so  in  order  to  raise  the  means  to  make  the 
repairs.  Sacrifices  made  to  raise  such  means  are  the  subject 
of  general  average,  and  the  rule  is  the  same  whether  the 
sacrifice  was  made  by  a  sale  of  a  part  of  the  cargo  or  by  the 
payment  of  marine  interestf 

Governed  by  these  rules  it  is  believed  the  rights  of  the 
parties  may  be  adjusted  without  serious  difficulty  or  danger 
of  mistake. 

Dbcreb  revbrsbd  in  respect  to  each  of  the  four  cases  be- 
fore the  court. 


Steamboat  Burns. 

1.  A  writ  of  error  or  appeal  to  this  court  cannot  be  sustained  in  the  name 

of  a  steamboat,  or  any  other  than  a  human  being,  or  some  corporate  or 
associated  aggregation  of  persons. 

2.  The  acta  of  the  State  legislatures  authorizing  suits  to  be  sustained  by  or 

against  steamboats  by  name,  confer  no  right  so  to  sustain  them  in  the 
Federal  courts. 
8.  Any  person,  however,  who  in  the  State  courts  has  substantially  made 
himself  a  party  to  the  case,  by  asserting  on  the  record  his  interest  in  the 
▼easel,  and  conducting  the  defence  in  the  highest  court  of  tho  State,  may 
prosecute  a  writ  of  error  in  his  own  name  in  this  court  under  the  25th 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

Thbsb  were  two  cases  brought  before  the  court  by  what 
purported  to  be  writs  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mis- 
souri.    The  writ  in  the  first  case  referred  to  a  judgment  in 

^"^^*^— ^■^^-^^^— ^■^— ^— — ^^-^■^— ^— ^"— ■— ^— — ^-^^-^^-^^^-^^— ^^^^^— — 1— ■ —I —     -  lain. 

*  Potter  V.  Ocean  Insurance  Co.,  8  Sumner,  42 ;  Tho  Brig  Mary,  1  Sprague, 
18 ;  Stevens  &  Benecke,  76. 

t  Orrok  v.  Commonwealth  Insurance  Co.,  21  Pickering,  469;  1  Parsons 
on  Shipping,  400. 
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* 

that  court  in  a  suit  '*  between  the  steamboat  Bums^  her  tackle^ 
^.y  appellant^  and  James  Reynolds  and  James  Aiken,  re- 
spondents and  appellees/^  in  which  *'  a  manifest  error  hath 
happened,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  steamboat^  her  tackle, 
^.,  as  by  her  complaint  appears.^'  The  citation  made  the 
same  recital.  The  writ  and  citation  in  the  second  case  varied 
from  this  only  in  the  names  of  the  defendants  in  error. 

This  form  of  the  writ  was  endeavored  to  be  justified  by  a 
statute  of  Missouri  known  in  that  State  as  the  Boat  Law,  a 
statute  which  it  was  said  sought  to  establish  in  the  State  court 
the  plun  and  procedure  of  the  admiralty.  By  this  act  pro- 
ceeding was  authorized  against  the  reSy  and  the  vessel  was  a 
good  deal  treated  of  by  the  language  of  the  act  as  the  defend- 
ant in  the  case.  However,  one  section  of  the  act  (section  12th), 
provided  that  the  owners  captain^  agenty  consigneCy  or  any  creditor 
of  the  boaty  might  appear  to  the  action,  on  behalf  of  the  boat 
or  vessel,  and  plead  thereto  and  defend  the  same;  and  an- 
other section,  the  88th,  that  the  captauiy  agenty  owneTy  consignecy 
or  other  person  interested  in  the  boat  or  vessel,  might  appeal 
or  prosecute  a  xorit  of  error  to  reverse  anyj'udgment  rendered  against 
the  boat  or  vessel.  And,  indeed,  in  this  very  case  the  record 
showed  that  one  Adolph  Keinecke  had  made  claim  in  the 
inferior  court  as  owner,  and  as  such  had  defended  the  suit 
in  the  name  of  the  steamboat.  He  had  likewise  made  affi- 
davit that  he  was  the  owner,  and  gave  bond  to  enable  him 
to  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State.  But  instead  of 
taking  the  appeal  in  his  own  name  he  took  it  in  the  name 
of  the  steamboat. 

The  question  now  was  whether  these  writs  could  be  sus- 
tained. 

Mr.  WillSy  with  a  brief  of  Mr.  BankiHy  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error;  Mr.  G.  P.  Strong y  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  MHliLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  believed  to  be  the  first  time  that  anything  but  a  hu- 
man being,  or  an  aggregation  of  human  beings,  called  a  cor- 
poration or  association,  has  attempted  to  bring  a  writ  of  error 
or  appeal  in  this  court. 
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It  is  said  in  support  of  the  writ  that  the  proceeding  below 
was  in  rem  against  the  steamboat  by  name,  and  that  as  it  was 
so  conducted  throagh  all  the  State  courts  it  should  be  so 
here. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  essential  nature  of  proceedings  in 
rem  which  justifies  or  requires  this.  Whenever  the  res  is 
seized  in  admiralty  proceedings  proper,  or  in  revenue  or 
other  proceedings  partaking  of  that  character,  the  property 
is  condemned  and  sold,  and  with  the  distribution  of  the 
proceeds  the  case  ends,  unless  some  one  appears  in  court  as 
claimant  either  of  the  res  or  its  proceeds.  When  a  claimant 
appears  he  becomes  a  party  to  the  proceedings,  and  may  de- 
fend, take  an  appeal,  or  writ  of  error,  or  adopt  any  other 
proceeding  that  a  party  properly  before  the  court  may  be 
entitled  to. 

It  is  true  that  in  placing  such  cases  on  the  dockets  of  our 
courts,  and  in  the  reports  of  our  decisions,  the  name  of  the 
vessel  or  thing  seized  is  often  retained ;  but  in  all  cases  where 
any  defensive  action  is  taken,  some  person  must  appear  and 
claim  an  interest  or  a  right  to  be  heard  on  account  of  his 
relation  to  the  property. 

It  is  said  that  the  statute  of  Missouri  allows  the  steamboat 
to  be  sued  by  name,  and  allows  a  defence  to  be  made  by  the 
owner  in  the  name  of  the  vessel. 

But  the  States  cannot  in  this  manner  confer  on  an  inani- 
mate object,  without  sense,  or  reason,  or  legal  capacity,  the 
right  to  prosecute  legal  proceedings  in  the  Federal  courts. 
Nor  does  the  statute  under  which  these  proceedings  were 
had  in  the  State  court  present  any  difficulty  to  a  party  inter- 
ested in  the  boat^  in  asserting  his  rights.  Section  12  of  the 
Steamboat  Law,*  provides  that  the  owner,  captain,  agent, 
consignee,  or  any  creditor  of  the  boat,  may  appear  to  the 
action,  on  behalf  of  the  boat  or  vessel,  and  plead  thereto  and 
defend  the  same ;  and  though  it  has  been  the  practice  to  do 
this  in  the  name  of  the  vessel,  it  has  never  been  held,  nor 
do  we  suppose  it  ever  will  be  by  the  State  courts,  that  an 

*  1  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri,  806. 
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owner  cannot  appear  in  his  own  name  and  assert  his  rights 
in  the  vessel. 

Section  88,  however,  relieves  the  matter  of  all  embarrass- 
ment, and  shows  that  the  framers  of  the  statute  seemed  to 
think  as  we  do,  that  when  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  was  to 
take  the  case  to  a  higher  court,  it  should  be  by  some  person 
who  asserted  an  interest  in  the  vessel.  With  the  liberal  pro- 
vision which  that  section  makes  for  review  of  the  judgment, 
there  can  be  no  necessity  that  we  shall  so  far  violate  reason 
and  law  as  to  permit  a  steamboat  to  bring  a  suit  here  by 
writ  of  error. 

If  any  person  or  corporation  whom  this  court  can  recog- 
nize as  a  legal  entity,  capable  of  sustaining  a  suit  in  this 
court,  has  an  interest  in  such  a  controversy,  that  party  must 
connect  himself  with  the  case  in  such  a  manner  as  to  enable 
himself  to  assert  his  rights  here.  It  cannot  be  done  in  the 
name  of  a  steamboat. 

An  examination  of  the  records  in  these  cases  shows  that 
Adolph  Heinecke  did  in  the  inferior  court  claim  to  be  the 
owner,  and  defended  the  suit  in  the  name  of  the  steamboat 
He  likewise  made  affidavit  that  he  was  the  owner,  and  gave 
bond  to  enable  him  to  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State.  But  instead  of  taking  the  appeal  in  his  own  name  he 
took  it  in  the  name  of  the  steamboat.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  by  a  liberal  construction  of  the  record  he  may  be  so  far 
regarded  as  claimant  and  party  to  the  record  as  to  enable 
him  to  bring  a  writ  of  error  to  this  court  in  his  own  name 
if  he  shall  be  so  advised.    The  present  writs  are 

Dismissed. 
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Linthicum  v.  Bat. 

1.  The  posseesion  of  a  wharf  by  the  defendant  under  color  and  with  claim  of 

title  is  sufficient  to  put  the  plaintiif,  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  obstruct- 
ing bim  in  its  use,  upon  proof  of  a  better  title  to  the  wharf,  or,  of  an 
equal  right  with  the  defendant  to  its  use. 

2.  A  right  not  connected  with  the  enjoyment  or  use  of  a  parcel  of  land  can- 

not be  annexed  as  an  incident  to  that  land  so  as  to  become  appurtenant 
to  it. 

Ebror  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  obstructing  the  plaintiff 
in  the  use  of  a  wharf  in  the  city  of  Georgetown^  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  The  wharf  was  situated  on  the  south  side 
of  Water  Street,  between  Market  and  Frederick  Streets,  in 
that  city,  and  extended  one  hundred  and  one  feet  on  the 
Potomac  River.  The  plaintiff  asserted  a  right  to  its  use 
under  various  mesne  conveyances  from  Francis  and  Charles 
Lowndes.  It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that,  in  the  year 
1800,  these  parties  were  the  joint  owners  of  a  wharf  occupy- 
ing the  site  of  the  present  wharf,  and  of  similar  dimensions. 
At  the  same  time,  Francis  Lowndes  owned  in  his  own  right 
two  lots  on  the  north  side  of  Water  Street,  opposite  the 
wharf,  which  he  had  improved  by  the  erection  thereon  of 
two  warehouses.  These  buildings  were  separated  from  each 
other  by  about  twenty  feet  In  1804  the  two  Lowndes  united 
in  a  deed  conveying  to  Richard  and  Leonard  H.  Johns  the 
intervening  lot  between  the  two  buildings,  with  its  appur- 
tenances, and  also  to  them,  *^  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the 
privileges  and  rights  of  using  the  wharf  built"  by  the 
Lowndes,  *'  free  of  all  expense,  for  the  purpose,  from  time  to 
time,  of  mooring  their  ships  or  vessels,  and  for  loading  and 
unloading  the  same,"  and  for  all  goods  imported  or  exported 
by  them.  The  several  mesne  conveyances  which  bring  the 
property  to  the  plaintiff  cover  the  same  lot  and  the  same 
'^  privileges  and  rights  of  using  the  wharf,"  describing  both 
in  similar  language. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  asserted  a  right  to  the 
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wharf  itself,  as  it  now  existed,  and  not  merely  a  right  to  its 
use,  and  traced  his  title  to  the  same  original  source, — ^Francis 
and  Charles  Lowndes. 

It  appeared  from  the  deeds  produced,  that  in  April,  1800, 
these  parties  conveyed  to  one  Templeman,  in  trust  to  in- 
demnify him  for  his  past  indorsements,  and  any  future  in- 
dorsements he  might  make  for  them,  and  one  John  Suter, 
of  notes  in  the  Bank  of  Columbia,  the  two  improved  lots  on 
the  north  side  of  Water  Street,  and  the  wharf  mentioned. 
The  trust-deed  was  accompanied  with  a  power  to  the  grantee 
to  sell  this  property,  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  the  payment 
of  the  notes  indorsed  by  him,  which  were  not  taken  up  at 
maturity  by  their  makers.  In  1807,  Templeman  conveyed 
the  property  to  Walter  Smith  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same, 
whenever  requested  by  the  Bank  of  Columbia,  to  pay  certain 
notes.  In  this  conveyance  Francis  Lowndes  joined.  By 
sundry  mesne  conveyances  from  Walter  Smith,  the  property, 
as  contended  by  the  defendant,  became  vested  in  him  in 
1858.  At  this  time  the  wharf,  which  existed  in  1804,  had 
perished,  and  a  new  wharf,  the.  one  now  in  existence,  was 
constructed  in  its  place  by  the  defendant,  and  has  ever  since 
remained  in  his  exclusive  possession. 

The  court  below  instructed  the  jury,  that  upon  the  evi- 
denee  produced  in  the  case  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover,  and  the  jury  accordingly  found  for  the  defendant 
The  plain tift*  excepted  to  the  instruction,  and  brought  the 
case  here. 

Messrs.  Bradley  and  WillSy  for  the  plamtijff^  in  error. 
Messrs.  Cox  and  Davidge^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  FIELD,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  .the 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows: 

We  do  not  deem  it  important  to  consider  whether  the 
conveyance  to  Smith  from  Templeman,  the  trustee,  was 
authorized  by  the  power  contained  in  the  deed  to  the  latter, 
or  whether  the  subsequent  conveyances  under  Smith  oper- 
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ated  to  vest  a  good  title  to  the  land  upon  which  the  present 
wharf  is  situated,  or  such  a  right  of  wharfage  as  to  authorize 
the  construction  and  exclusive  use  of  the  present  wharf.  The 
possession  of  the  defendant  under  color  and  with  claim  of 
title  is  sufficient  to  put  the  plaintiff  upon  proof  of  a  better 
title  to  the  wharf,  or,  at  least,  of  an  equal  right  with  the 
defendant  to  its  use.  And  such  proof  he  has  not  produced. 
The^deed  of  the  two  Lowndes  to  the  Johns  in  1804,  under 
which  he  derives  all  the  claim  he  possesses,  only  conferred 
a  right  to  the  use  of  the  wharf  then  in  existence,  and  not 
any  general  right  of  wharfage,  or  any  right  to  the  land  cov- 
ered by  the  whar£  Its  language  is  that  it  grants  the  right 
"of  using  the  wharf  buiU^'  by  the  Lowndes,  referring  clearly 
to  the  structure  then  erected.  And  the  right  to  use  the 
wharf  is  limited  to  that  of  mooring  to  it  the  ships  and  ves- 
sels of  the  grantees,  for  loading  and  unloading,  and  of  passing 
over  it  goods  imported  or  exported  by  them.  The  deed  con- 
tains no  provision  for  keeping  the  wharf  in  repair,  or  for 
building  a  new  one  in  case  of  its  destruction,  or  any  clause 
indicating  an  intention  to  confer  any  right  or  privilege  of 
greater  duration  than  that  of  the  structure  then  existing. 

Nor  was  the  right  to  use  the  wharf  made  appurtenant  to 
the  twenty-feet  lot,  situated  on  the  north  side  of  Water  Street, 
by  being  conveyed  to  the  Johns  in  the  same  instrument.  It 
was  in  no  way  connected  with  the  enjoyment  or  use  of  the 
lot,  and  a  right  not  thus  connected  cannot  be  annexed  as  an 
incident  to  land  so  as  to  become  appurtenant  to  it.'*' 

The  right  was  not  attached  as  an  incident  to  any  estate; 

it  passed  by  a  grant  in  gross,  and  was  necessarily  limited  in 

its  duration  by  the  existence  of  the  structure  with  which  it 

was  connected. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


*  Ackroyd  «.  Smith,  10  Com.  Bench,  164. 
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Ex  PABTB  ZbLLNBB. 

Where  an  act  of  Congress  gives,  as  part  of  the  general  system  of  organisa- 
tion of  a  court,  an  appeal  from  any  final  Judgment  or  decree  which  maj 
hereafter  be  rendered  by  it,  an  appeal  lies  from  a  Judgment  rendered 
under  an  act  which  gives  the  court  Jurisdiction  to  pass,  in  the  usual  way, 
and  not  by  any  special  proceedings,  upon  a  class  of  oases  additional  to 
those  of  which  it  already  had  Jurisdiction,  even  though  nothing  be  said 
in  such  act  about  an  appeal. 

Zellner  filed  his  petition  in  this  court,  and  moved  for  a 
mandamus  to  the  Court  of  Claims  to  compel  them  to  allow 
an  appeal  from  a  decree  which  that  court  had  made  agaiust 
him.  The  case  was  this.  The  relator  was  the  owner  of  a 
quantity  of  cotton,  stored  at  Macon,  Georgia.  In  February, 
1866,  a  special  agent  of  the  Treasury  Department  seized  and 
carried  away  the  same,  and  it  was  afterwards  shipped  by 
another  agent  of  that  department  to  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  there  sold  by  an  agent  of  the  government  for  $8076, 
after  deducting  all  charges  and  expenses.  On  this  state  of 
facts  the  relator  applied  to  the  Court  of  Claims  for  a  judg- 
ment against  the  government,  in  his  favor,  to  this  amount. 

The  court,  on  full  consideration,  denied  the  claim  and  dis- 
missed the  petition :  whereupon  he  prayed  an  appeal  from 
the  decree  of  dismissal,  which  was  refused.  The  single 
question  presented  was,  whether  or  not  the  relator  was  enti- 
tled to  an  appeal.  And  this  depended  upon  the  construc- 
tion to  be  given  to  certain  statutes,  as  follows :  An  act  of 
24th  February,  1855,*  conferred  jurisdiction  upon  the  Court 
of  Claims  ^^  to  hear  and  determine  all  claims  founded  upou 
any  regulation  of  an  executive  department,  or  upon  any  con- 
tract, express  or  implied,  with  the  government,"  "  and  also 
all  claims  which  may  be  referred  to  said  court  by  either 
house  of  Congress."  An  act,  of  8d  March,  1863,t  amend- 
ing the  former  act,  conferred  jurisdiction,  in  addition  to  the 
above  cases,  '*  of  all  set-offs,  counter-claims,  claims  for  dam- 

«  10  Stat,  at  Large,  612.  f  12  Id.  766. 
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ages,  whether  liquidated  or  unliquidated,  or  other  demands 
whatsoever,  on  the  part  of  the  government,  against  any  per- 
son making  claim  against  the  government  in  said  court." 

The  5th  section  of  this  act  of  1863  provided  ''  that  either 
party  may  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
from  cmy  final  judgment  or  decree  which  may  hereafter  be  ren- 
dered in  any  case  by  said  court  wherein  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy exceeds  three  thousand  dollars,  under  such  regu- 
lations as  the  said  Supreme  Court  may  direct." 

There  was  yet,  however,  another  act  in  the  case,  the  act 
providing  for  the  collection  of  abandoned  property  in  insur- 
rectionary districts,  passed  March  12th,  1863,  under  which 
the  property  in  question  was  seized.  This  statute  provided, 
in  the  8d  section,  that  ^'  any  person  claiming  to  have  been 
the  owner  of  any  such  abandoned  or  captured  property  may, 
at  any  time  within  two  years  after  the  suppression  of  the  re- 
bellion, prefer  his  claim  to  the  proceeds  thereof  in  the  Court 
of  Claims ;  and,  on  proof  to  the  aatisfaction  of  the  said  covtri^  of 
the  ownership  of  said  property,  of  his  right  to  the  proceeds 
thereof,  and  that  he  has  never  given  any  aid  or  comfort  to 
the  present  rebellion,  receive  the  residue  of  proceeds,  after 
deducting  expenses,"  &c.  The  act  contained  no  provision  for 
an  appeal  from  the  judgments  or  decrees  of  the  court.  It  was 
passed  by  Congress  on  the  same  day  that  the  act  of  1868, 
above  referred  to,  was  passed,  reorganizing  the  Court  of 
Claims,  and  authorizing  it  to  render  judgments  against  the 
government,  with  the  right  of  either  party  to  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court,  as  already  stated,  though  it  was  not  approved 
by  the  President  till  nine  days  afterwards. 

It  was  supposed  below,  as  the  act  concerning  abandoned 
and  captured  property  conferred  upon  the  Court  of  Claims 
a  new  subject  of  jurisdiction  in  addition  to  those  previously 
provided  for,  and  at  the  same  time  made  no  provision  for 
appeals  to  the  Supreme  Court  from  their  judgments  or  de- 
crees, that  no  right  of  appeal  existed  in  respect  to  either 
party,  and  that  the  general  provision  in  the  5th  section  of 
the  act  reorganizing  the  court,  and  conferring  what  may  be 
called  its  general  jurisdiction,  could  not  be  invoked* 
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Mr.  Durante  in  support  of  the  motion^  argued  that  the  Aban- 
doned Property  Act  left  the  practice,  remedy,  and  all  juris- 
dictional conditions,  to  previous  legislation  about  the  Court 
of  Claims ;  and  that  so  an  appeal  existed  under  the  act  of 
March  8d,  1868,  reorganizing  that  court. 

Mr.  HalCy  special  coimsel  of  the  United  States^  contra,  citing 
and  relying  on  United  States  v.  Nourse*  and  the  Ist  section 
of  the  act  of  25th  June,  1868,  providing  for  the  allowance  of 
an  appeal  by  the  government  from  all  final  judgments  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  adverse  to  it,  whether  such  judgment  shall 
have  been  rendered  by  virtue  of  the  general  or  any  special 
power  of  the  court — contended  that  no  appeal  being  specially 
given  by  the  Abandoned  Property  Act,  and  the  whole  matter 
in  proceedings  under  that  act  being  referred  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  Court  of  Claims,  the  case  was  not  embraced  by 
the  general  right  of  appeal  given  by  the  previous  act  of 
March  8d,  1863,  reorganizing  the  Court  of  Claims. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

We  cannot  agree  to  the  view  that  the  general  provision 
in  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3d,  1863,  reorganizing 
the  Court  of  Claims,  and  conferring  what  may  be  called  its 
general  jurisdiction,  cannot  be  invoked  in  this  case.  The 
language  of  that  section  is  general :  '^  Either  party  may  ap- 
peal to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  from  any 
final  judgment  or  decree  which  may  hereafter  be  rendered 
in  any  case  by  said  court."  This  court  was  organized  as 
a  special  judicial  tribunal  to  hear  and  render  judgment  in 
cases  between  the  citizen  and  the  government ;  the  subjects 
of  its  jurisdiction  were  defined  in  the  act,  and,  generally,  the 
mode  of  conducting  its  proceedings,  subject,  of  course,  to 
such  alterations  and  changes  as  Congress  from. time  to  time 
might  see  fit  to  make.  The  subjects  of  its  jurisdiction  could 
be  enlarged  or  diminished,  but  this  would  not  disturb  or  in 
any  way  afiect  the  general  plan  or  system  of  its  organization. 

*  6  Peters,  470,  494. 
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If  new  or  additional  subjects  of  jurisdiction  were  conferred 
the  effect  would  be,  simply,  to  increase  the  labors  of  the 
court,  the  cases  to  be  heard  and  determined  under  the  exist- 
ing organization. 

In  the  regulation  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States 
Circuit  and  District  Courts,  by  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789, 
the  22d  section  of  that  act,  together  with  the  2d  section  of 
the  act  of  3d  March,  1803,  provided  for  writs  of  error  and 
appeals  from  all  final  judgments  or  decrees  of  the  District  to 
Circuit  Courts,  and  from  all  final  judgments  and  decrees  of 
the  Circuit  to  the  Supreme  Court.  The  jurisdiction  of  both 
these  courts  has  been  enlarged,  from  time  to  time,  since  this 
organization ;  and  it  has  never  been  doubted  but  that  the 
judgments  or  decrees  founded  upon  these  new  subjects  of 
jurisdiction  were  liable  to  the  operation  of  these  general 
provisions  in  respect  to  writs  of  error  and  appeals.  The  case 
of  United  States  v.  Ferreiray*  illustrates  the  principle. 

The  power  to  hear  and  adjudicate  upon  certain  claims 
under  the  treaty  of  1819,  between  this  government  and  Spain, 
was  conferred  upon  the  District  Judge  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Northern  District  of  Florida.  In  a  case  before  him 
he  rendered  a  decision  against  the  government,  from  which 
the  United  States  District  Attorney  appealed  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  which,  it  was  admitted,  would  have  been  regular  if 
the  adjudication  had  been  rendered  by  the  judge  as  a  court, 
and  the  decree,  that  of  the  District  Court.  But,  it  was  held, 
that  the  power  was  not  conferred  upon  the  judge  in  his  ju- 
dicial capacity,  sitting  as  a  court,  but  upon  him  as  a  com- 
missioner; and  hence,  an  appeal  under  the  22d  section  of 
the  Judiciary  Act  would  not  lie.  The  same  principle  is 
stated  in  United  States  v.  GrcuU  Judges.^ 

The  case  of  UnOed  States  v.  Noursey  relied  upon  against 
this  motion,  was  a  case  of  special  and  summary  jurisdiction, 
under  the  act  of  15th  May,  1820,  in  which  the  mode  of  pro* 
ceeding  is  particularly  pointed  out,  and  in  which  a  special 
mode  of  taking  an  appeal  is  prescribed,  and  in  respect  to  the 

*  18  Howard,  40.  f  8  Wallace,  676. 
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proceedings  before  the  district  judge  they  could  be  taken  at 
chambers  as  well  as  in  court 

As  it  respects  the  act  of  Congress  in  question,  no  special 
proceedings  are  prescribed  to  the  Court  of  Claims  or  to  the 
claimant.  Any  person  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  aban- 
doned or  captured  property  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
inay,  at  any  time  within  two  years  after  the  suppression 
of  the  rebellion,  present  his  claim  for  the  proceeds  to  the 
Court  of  Claims,  and  they  are  to  proceed,  in  the  usual  way, 
to  hear  and  adjudicate  upon  the  question  of  ownership  and 
right  to  the  proceeds,  according  to  the  proofs  and  law  of 
the  case. 

We  are  referred  to  the  1st  section  of  the  act  26th  June, 
1868,*  as  bearing  upon  this  motion,  which  provides  for  the 
allowance  of  an  appeal  by  the  government  from  all  final  judg- 
ments of  the  Court  of  Claims  adverse  to  it,  whether  such 
judgment  shall  have  been  rendered  by  virtue  of  the  general 
or  any  special  power  of  said  court.  We  can  only  say  that 
in  the  view  the  court  have  taken  of  this  case  this  section  has 
no  application  to  it.  The  judgment  has  not  been  rendered 
by  the  court  under  any  special  power  conferred ;  and  it  is 
not  pretended  that  the  effect  of  it  is  to  take  away  the  right 
of  the  claimant  to  appeal  from  a  judgment  under  the  general 

jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

Motion  grantbd. 


Barnby  r.  Schmbidbr. 

1.  It  is  not  sniBcient  to  sustain  a  yerdlct  for  the  plaintilT,  tbat  the  testimony 

on  which  it  was  founded  was  known  to  the  oourt  hy  whom  the  Jury  was 
charged  to  find  such  a  verdict.  The  eyidence  must  he  submitted  to  the 
Jury,  or  the  charge  isr  erroneous. 

2.  The  qjuestion,  whether  certain  imported  goods  were  similar  to  certain 

other  goods  described  in  the  revenue  law,  for  the  purposes  of  customs 
duties,  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact,  and  cannot,  by  the  mere 
charge  of  the  court,  be  wholly  withdrawn  from  the  Jury. 


*  16  Stat,  at  Large,  7& 
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8.  The  proper  mode  of  proying  papers  on  file,  in  anj  of  the  departments 
or  public  offices  of  the  government,  is  by  procuring  certified  copies 
from  those  persons  who  have  them  in  custody.  The  counsel  for  the 
government  cannot  be  compelled  to  produce  either  such  copies  or  the 
originals  for  the  benefit  of  parties  who  may  be  litigating  with  the  gov- 
ernment 

4.  Notice,  therefore,  to  the  party  or  counsel  representing  the  government  to 
produce  such  papers,  does  not  authorise  the  party  giving  the  notice  to 
use  other  copies  than  those  properly  certified  as  above  stated. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Coart  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  Torky  the  case  being  thus : 

Schmeider  sued  Barney,  collector  for  the  port  of  New 
York,  in  the  court  below,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  with  the 
common  counts  only,  to  which  Barney  p]eaded  the  general 
issue.  The  plaintiff's  claim  was  for  duties  on  certain  woven 
goods  alleged  to  have  been  unlawfully  collected  of  him  by 
the  defendant  as  collector  of  the  port  of  New  York,  and 
which  had  been  paid  under  protest.  The  act  under  which 
the  goods  were  rated  for  duties,  provided  that  on  all  de- 
laines, cashmere  delaines,  muslin  delaines,  barege  delaines, 
comprised  wholly  or  in  part  of  worsted,  wool,  mohair,  or 
goat's  hair,  and  en  aU  goods  of  similar  description^  not  exceed- 
ing fifty  cents  in  value  per  square  yard,  two  cents  per  square 
yard  shall  be  paid.  And  the  point  in  dispute  was  whether  the 
goods  of  plaintiffs,  on  which  the  two  cents  per  yard  had  been 
assessed,  were  goods  of  a  similar  description  to  those  above 
mentioned,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  A  jury  was  called 
and  sworn,  and  directed  by  the  court  to  find  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintifib,  which  was  done,  and  judgment  rendered  for 
the  amount  claimed. 

A  paper  was  found  in  the  record  under  the  caption  of 
*<  Case  and  Exceptions,"  signed  and  sealed  by  the  judge  who 
presided  at  the  trial.  This  paper  set  forth  some  things 
which  were  said  to  be  shown  by  the  evidence,  some  things 
which  appeared  in  evidence,  and  a  large  part  of  it  was  the 
evidence  itself.  There  was  also  the  full  charge  of  the  court, 
the  prayer  for  instructions  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  which 
were  refused,  and  the  exceptions  of  the  defendant 
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Among  other  matters  foand  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  was 
this  statement  in  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury : 

'^  The  testimony  taken  on  a  former  trial  has,  with  the  consent 
of  both  sides,  and  with  the  approbation  of  the  coart,  been  pnt 
in.  It  is  very  voluminous.  It  has  not  been  read  before  this 
jury,  nor  was  it  necessary  that  it  should  be,  for  it  was  delivered 
in  the  hearing  of  the  court  only  a  few  days  since,  and  is  fresh 
in  its  recollection.  There  is  very  little  discrepancy  in  the  testi- 
mony." 

The  court  then  proceeded  to  tell  the  jury  what  this  evi- 
dence showed  that  was  material  to  the  issue,  and  to  make  a 
very  able  argument  on  the  law  of  the  case,  and  directed  the 
jury  to  find  for  the  plaintifi,  or  rather  said,  ^Uhe  verdict 
ought  to  be  for  plaintifis.'^  To  this  part  of  the  charge  the 
defendant  excepted  specially. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  the  plaintiff,  having  given  the 
defendant  due  notice  to  produce  at  the  trial  the  original  ap- 
peals made  by  him  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  was 
permitted  to  use  copies  proved  by  witnesses  who  mailed  the 
originals,  because  defendant  did  not  produce  the  originals. 
This  was  also  excepted  to.  The  questions  now  here  were 
these : 

1.  Whether  it  was  error  in  the  court  below,  under  the 
circumstances  described,  to  tell  the  jury  that  their  verdict 
ought  to  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

2.  Whether  it  was  error  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  use  the 
copies  proved  by  the  witnesses  who  mailed  the  originals. 

8.  Whether,  on  a  right  construction  of  the  tariff  act  al- 
ready quoted,  the  expression,  '<  goods  of  a  similar  descrip- 
tion," was  confined  to  one  ascertained  species  of  goods,  or 
was  applicable  to  others  in  addition ;  this  last  question,  how- 
ever, not  being  necessary  to  be  passed  on,  if  either  of  the 
others  were  decided  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  Hoar  J  Attorney-General^  and  Mr.  Fields  Assistant  Attor- 
ney'General^  for  the  United  States.    Mr.  Marts ^  contra. 
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Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  seventh  amendment  of  the  Constitution  declares,  that 
in  suits  at  law,  where  the  value  in  controversy  shall  exceed 
twenty  dollars,  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  preserved. 

This  right  may  be  waived  by  the  party.  The  act  of  March 
Sdy  1865,*  provides  a  mode  by  which  the  parties  to  a  suit 
may  submit  the  matter  proper  for  a  jury  to  the  court;  and 
the  case  of  Norris  v.  Jackson^  decided  a  few  days  ago,t  gives 
the  mode  of  proceeding  under  that  statute,  and  explains 
what  may  be  received  in  such  cases,  and  how  the  matter 
proper  for  review  may  be  brought  before  this  court. 

If,  then,  the  parties  in  the  present  case  had  been  willing 
to  waive  a  jury  and  permit  the  court  to  find  both  the  law  and 
the  facts,  there  was  no  difficulty  in  doing  this,  and  in  pre- 
senting the  law  to  this  court  for  review.  For  it  is  never  to 
be  forgotten  that,  in  common  law  cases,  it  is  the  ruling  of 
the  inferior  court  on  the  law  alone  which  this  court  is  author- 
ized to  review.  The  common  law  admitted  of  no  re-exam- 
ination of  the  facts  found  by  a  jury,  except  by  granting  a 
new  trial  in  the  same  court  in  which  the  verdict  was  ren- 
dered, and  the  constitutional  amendment  just  referred  to, 
forbids  any  other  mode  of  re-examination  than  that  which 
accords  with  the  rules  of  common  law.  ^ 

As  the  defendant  in  this  case  did  not  waive  his  right  to 
have  the  facts  tried  by  a  jury,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
submit  such  facts  to  the  jury  that  was  sworn  to  try  them. 

It  is  needless  to  say  that  this  was  not  done.  The  state- 
ment is  clear  that  the  case  was  decided  upon  the  testimony 
taken  on  a  former  trial,  and  not  read  before  this  jury,  be- 
cause the  court  had  hekrd  it  in  the  first  case,  and  did  not 
.  deem  it  necessary  to  be  heard  by  the  jury  in  this  case. 

It  is  possible  to  have  a  juiy  trial  in  which  the  plaintiff, 
having  failed  to  ofier  any  evidence  at  all,  or  any  competent 
evidence,  the  jury  finds  for  the  defendant  for  that  very  rea- 
son. And  in  such  case  it  is  strictly  correct,  if  the  plaintiff 
does  not  take  a  non-suit,  for  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to 

*  18  Stat,  at  Large,  601.  f  Supra^  126. 
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find  for  the  defendant.  But  we  have  never  before  heard  of 
a  case  in  which  the  jury  were  permitted,  much  less  instructed; 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifiT  on  evidence  of  which  they 
knew  nothing  except  what  is  detailed  to  them  in  the  charge 
of  the  court.  It  is  obvious  that  if  such  a  verdict  can  be 
supported  here,  when  the  very  act  of  the  court  in  doing  this 
is  excepted  to  and  relied  on  as  error,  the  trial  by  jury  may 
be  preserved  in  name,  but  will  be  destroyed  in  its  essential 
value,  and  become  nothing  but  the  machinery  through 
which  the  court  exercises  the  functions  of  a  jury  without  its 
responsibility. 

It  is  insisted  with  much  ingenuity  that  in  this  case  there 
was  no  disputed  fact  for  the  jury  to  pass  upon,  and  that  the 
only  issue  in  the  case  being  one  of  law,  it  was  proper  for  the 
court  to  dispose  of  it.  If  this  were  so,  the  instruction  of 
the  court  might  be  sustained,  provided  the  undisputed  facts 
necessary  to  sustain  the  verdict  had  been  submitted  to  the 
jury.  But  let  us  see  if  this  assumption  is  supported  by  the 
record.  The  form  of  the  pleadings  shows  nothing  and  ad- 
mits  nothing.  The  plaintiff  then  must  make  a  case  by  evi- 
dence to  the  jury.  Looking  into  the  case  stated  and  as 
though  it  had  been  read  to  the  jury,  we  find  that  plaintiff's 
claim  is  for  duties  on  certain  goods  unlawfully  collected  of 
him  by  defendant  as  collector  of  the  port  of  New  York. 
The  act  under  which  the  goods  were  rated  for  duties  pro- 
vides that  on  all  delaines,  cashmere  delaines,  muslin  delaines, 
barege  delaines,  comprised  wholly  or  in  part  of  worsted, 
wool,  mohair,  or  goat's  hair,  and  on  all  goods  of  similar  de- 
scription^ not  exceeding  fifty  cents  in  value  per  square  yard, 
two  cents  per  square  yard  shall  be  paid.  And  the  point  in 
dispute  was  whether  the  goods  of  plaintiffs,  on  which  the 
two  cents  per  yard  had  been  assessed,  were  goods  of  a  similar 
description  to  those  above  mentioned,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act.  Now  it  is  clear  that  this  question  alone  is  one  of 
mixed  law  and  fact,  because  until  we  are  informed  by  testi- 
mony as  to  the  nature  and  character  of  plaintiff*'s  goods,  no 
construction  or  view  of  the  law  can  be  applied  to  them. 
The  court  can  only  know  by  evidence  what  kind  of  goods 
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were  assessed  by  the  collector,  and  this  at  once  dispels  the 
idea  that  the  case  could  in  any  sense  present  an  abstract 
question  of  law.  Bnt  before  the  court  or  the  jury  could  get 
to  these  questions  there  were  several  others,  purely  matters 
of  fact,  to  be  decided.  The  rate  at  which  the  goods  were 
actually  assessed,  the  payment  of  the  duties  as  thus  assessed, 
the  protest  at  the  time  of  payment,  and  the  appeal  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  were  all  essential  to  the  plaintiff^'s 
recovery  and  necessary  to  be  found  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
jury.  The  judge  also  tells  us  that  "  there  is  very  little  dis- 
crepancy in  the  testimony."  But  where  there  is  any  dis- 
crepancy, however  slight,  the  court  must  submit  the  matter 
to  which  it  relates  to  the  jury,  because  it  is  their  province  to  * 
weigh  and  balance  the  testitnony  and  not  the  court's.  The 
proposition  is  not,  therefore,  sustained,  that  nothing  but  a 
question  of  law  was  to  be  decided. 

There  is  another  error,  however,  which,  although  unim- 
portant in  this  case,  may  arise  very  often  in  the  numerous 
suits  to  recover  back  taxes  paid  under  protest  in  the  customs 
and  in  the  internal  revenue  departments. 

The  plaintifis  having  given  the  defendant  due  notice  to 
produce  at  the  trial  the  original  appeals  made  by  them  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  were  permitted  to  use  copies 
proved  by  witnesses  who  mailed  the  originals,  because  de- 
fendant did  not  produce  the  originals.  This  was  excepted 
to  and  was  error,  and  it  would  be  equally  error  if  the  United 
States  had  been  the  nominal,  as  it  was  the  real,  defendant  in 
the  suit.  The  papers  showing  this  appeal,  when  iiled  with 
the  secretary,  became  part  of  the  records  and  archives  of  his 
office,  and  the  law  is  v^^ell  settled  that  in  such  case  the  origi- 
nals need  not  be  produced  in  any  trial,  but  that  copies  of 
them,  certified  by  the  officer  in  whose  charge  they  properly 
are,  may  be  used  with  the  same  effect  as  the  originals.  If 
the  government  needs  these  copies  she  produces  them  when 
she  proposes  to  use  them.  If  any  one  else  wants  to  use  them 
the  law  provides  the  means  by  which  such  copies  can  be  pro- 
duced. They  are  the  best  attainable  evidence,  and  must  be 
produced,  unless  some  sufficient  reason  is  shown  for  not  doing 
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60.  The  government  is  not  bound  to  furnish  either  the  orig- 
inals or  certified  copies  to  suitors  with  whom  it  is  contend- 
ing, unless  upon  demand  at  the  proper  office,  and  tender  of 
the  lawful  fees. 

For  thb  and  for  the  other  errors  mentioned  the  judgment 
must  be 

Rbvbbsbd,  and  a  vbnirb  facias  db  novo  is  obdbrbd. 


Swain  v.  Sbambns. 

1.  A  contract  to  baild,  on  a  lot  sold  upon  mortgage,  a  mlU  fifty  feet  wide  by 

one  hundred  and  fifty  long,  is  not,  as  a  proposition  of  law,  substantially 
complied  with  by  building  one  that  is  seventy-eight  feet  wide  by  a  hun- 
dred long,  even  though  the  purpose  of  the  contract  was  to  give  the 
vendor  security  for  the  purchase-money  of  the  lot,  and  though  the  mill 
of  the  latter  dimensions  have  cost  more  and  be  betler  adapted  to  the  pur- 
poses intended  than  such  a  one  as  was  contracted  for. 

2.  But  if  the  vendor,  having  made  an  agreement  that  upon  a  mill  of  the 

former  dimensions  being  built  on  the  lot  sold,  he  will  accept  policies  of 
insurance  on  it  for  the  amount  of  another  mortgage  collateral  to  one 
given  on  the  property  sold,  and  he  does  accept  such  policies,  he  cannot 
decline  to  enter  satisfaction  on  such  other  mortgage  because  the  mill  was 
not  of  the  dimensions  contracted  for.  He  waives  by  such  acceptance  of 
the  policies  all  right  to  object  to  the  variation  in  the  construction. 

8.  Where  a  person  tacitly  encourages  an  act  to  be  done,  he  cannot  afterwards 
exercise  his  legal  right  in  opposition  to  such  consent.  If  bis  conduct  or 
acts  of  encouragement  induced  the  other  party  to  change  his  position, 
so  that  he  will  be  pecuniarily  prejudiced  by  the  assertion  of  such  adver- 
sary claim. 

4.  The  statute  of  frauds  cannot  be  set  up  as  a  defence  to  the  performance  of 
one  formal  item  of  an  agreement,  where  the  contract  has  been  fully  per- 
formed by  the  party  asking  such  performance,  and,  except  as  to  such 
remaining  formal  item,  by  the  other  party  also. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wisconsin,  in  which 
court  Seamens  and  others  filed  a  bill  against  Swain,  praying 
that  a  mortgage  executed  to  him,  Swain,  by  Medbery  and 
wife,  on  certain  lots,  of  which  he,  Seamens,  and  the  others 
were  now  owners,  in  Wisconsin,  might  be  cancelled. 

It  appeared  that  in  1855,  Swain  sold  to  Medbery  and 
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cue  Aldrich  real  estate  in  Michigan  for  $52,400,  of  which 
110,000  was  paid  in  cash,  and  the  balance,  $42,400,  secured 
by  a  mortgage  on  the  lands,  payable  in  instalments  at  dif- 
ferent times;  and  that  on  this  Michigan  land,  foundations 
had  been  made  in  the  previous  autumn,  by  driving  piles  for 
the  erection  of  a  saw-mill  Jifty  by  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet 
in  size;  that  Medbery  was  then  the  owner  of  certain  lots  in 
Wisconsin ;  and  that  on  the  same  day  and  in  pursuance  of 
articles  of  agreement  preceding  the  sale,  to  give  additional 
security  to  the  extent  of  $6666.66,  he  and  his  wife  executed 
to  Swain  a  mortgage  on  these  lots  as  additional  security. 

On  the  Wisconsin  mortgage,  Swain,  on  the  same  day  that 
it  was  given,  indorsed  the  following  stipulation,  which  gave 
rise  to  this  suit : 

'^  It  is  hereby  agreed,  that  if  within  two  years  from  this  date 
the  large  s^w-miWy  fifty  by  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet  in  size^  shall 
be  properly  built  and  completed^  upon  the  foundation  commenced  last 
folly  by  driving  piles,  to  accept  in  place  of  the  within  mortgage^ 
security  in  proper  fire  Insarance  policy,  or  policies,  on  said  large 
saw-mill,  and  thereupon  to  discharge  the  within  mortgage." 

The  stipulation  above  made  was  in  pursuance  of  a  contract 
made  by  the  purchasers  in  the  previous  articles  of  agree- 
ment, to  keep  the  buildings  erected,  and  the  large  saw-mill 
to  be  erected,  upon  the  premises,  insured  in  some  safely  re- 
puted fire  insurance  company  or  companies  against  fire,  and 
that  they  should  assign  the  policy  or  policies  to  Swain,  and 
that  in  default  thereof  it  should  be  lawful  for  him,  Swain,  to 
effect  the  insurance  himself,  and  that  the  premiums  and  the 
costs  and  charges  of  his  doing  so,  should  be  a  lien  on  the 
mortgaged  premises. 

The  bill  alleged  that  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  the 
agreement  indorsed  by  Swain  on  the  mortgage,  and  within 
the  two  years,  there  was  built  and  completed  upon  the 
Michigan  lands,  and  upon  the  foundation  referred  to  ift  the 
said  agreement,  a  large  saw-mill,  not  of  50  by  150  feet,  but 
of  78  by  100;  this  mill,  however,  being  larger  and  of  greater 
value  and  better  adapted  to  the  purposes  intended  than  one  of  the 
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dimensions  originally  contemplated;  and  that  the  said  mill,  as 
built  and  completed,  was  assented  to  and  accepted  by  Swain  as 
a  compliance  with  the  said  written  agreement  indorsed  on  the 
Wisconsin  mortgage ;  that  in  May,  1856,  Medbery  and  Al- 
drich  caused  the  new  saw-mill  to  be  insured  in  different  com- 
panies named,  to  the  extent  of  $6000 ;  and  that  these  poll* 
cies  of  insurance  were  duly  transferred  and  delivered  to 
Swain,  avd  accepted  and  assented  to  by  him  as  a  compliance  with 
the  agreementy  and  that  he  had  them  in  possession ;  that  in 
October,  1857,  Swain  caused  the  new  mill  to  be  further  in- 
sured for  one  year  in  the  name  of  Medbery  &  Aldrich,  for 
his  own  use  and  benefit;  that  in  September,  1858,  he  again 
caused  the  new  saw-mill  and  other  buildings  on  the  premises 
to  be  again  insured  for  one  year  in  the  name  of  Medbery 
k  Aldrich,  but  for  his  own  security,  and  paid  out  for  pre- 
mium $210;  that  all  these  insurances  mentioned  were  ob- 
tained at  the  request  of  Swain,  with  the  consent  of  Medbery 
k  Aldrich,  and  upon  the  understanding  that  they  should 
reimburse  him  the  premiums ;  that  in  November,  1858,  Swain 
and  Medbery  k  Aldrich  accounted  respecting  the  amount 
due  upon  the  mortgage,  and  that  Medbery  k  Aldrich  then 
paid  him  $15,286.06,  in  which  sum  was  included,  as  paid  by 
Swain  during  1857  and  1858  for  premiums  on  the  new  saw- 
mill and  other  property  mentioned  in  the  mortgage,  the  sum 
of  $446.50,  and  interest. 

That  ^^  during  the  building  and  erection  of  the  said  large 
saw-mill  upon  the  premises  referred  to  in  the  written  agree- 
ment aforesaid  by  said  Medbery  &  Aldrich,  the  said  de- 
fendant, Swain,  was  present  at  different  times,  and  was  in- 
formed by  said  Medbery  k  Aldrich,  or  one  of  them,  of  the 
intended  or  the  then  variation  in  the  dimensions  of  said 
saw-mill  from  50  by  150  feet,  as  specified  in  said  written 
agreement,  and  that  the  said  mill,  as  was  then  being  built 
or  was  then  completed,  would  be  of  greater  value  an5  better 
adapted  for  the  uses  and  purposes  intended  than  it  would  be 
if  built  of  said  dimensions  as  specified  in  said  written  agree- 
ment, and  that  the  said  defendant  was  then  and  there  asked 
by  said  Medbery  k  Aldrich,  or  one  of  them,  to  consent  to 
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such  alteration,  and  accept  the  mill  as  then  being  built,  and 
since  completed,  in  lieu  of  the  one  mentioned  in  said  written 
agreement,  and  that  the  said  defendant  did  then  and  there 
agree  to  accept^  and  did  accept  the  said  tnill  so  being  buUt^  and 
afterwards  completed,  in  lieu  of  the  one  mentioned  in  said 
written  agreement,  and  as  a  compliance  on  the  part  of  said 
Medberj  &  Aldrich  with  the  said  written  agreement  on  his 
or  their  part,*' 

The  mortgage  on  the  Michigan  property  not  being  paid, 
Swain  foreclosed  it,  and  on  a  decree,  finding  $22,464  due, 
sold  and  purchased  the  premises  for  $19,600. 

The  AN8WBR  denied  that  Medbery  &  Aldrich  completed 
the  mill  substantially  according  to  the  agreement;  denied 
that  Swain  consented  to  or  acquiesced  in  the  departure  from 
the  plan  for  constructing  the  mill ;  and,  admitting  that  Swain 
did  accept  policies  of  insurance  upon  the  mill  which  was 
built,  denied  that  he  did  so  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement, 
or  that  he  accepted  the  policies  as  a  compliance  on  the  part 
of  Medbery  k  Aldrich. 

The  statute  of  frauds  of  Wisconsin,  it  may  be  necessary 
here  to  state,  enacts,*  that "  no  estate,  or  interest  in  lands,  .  .  \ 
nor  any  power  over  or  concerning  lands,  or  in  any  manner 
relating  thereto,  shall  be  created  or  surrendered^  .  ,  .  unless 
by  deed  or  conveyance  in  writing,  &c.;"  and  that  "  the  term 
lands,"  shall  be  construed  as  coextensive  in  meaning  with 
"  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments;"  and  the  terms  "es- 
tate and  interest  in  lands,"  to  embrace  every  estate  and  m- 
teresty  freehold  and  chattel,  legal  and  equitable,  present  and 
future,  vested  and  contingent  in  lands  as  above  defined. 

The  right  to  have  the  cancellation  prayed  for,  depended 
therefore  upon  the  following  questions : 

1.  Was  the  mill  constructed  in  substantial  conformity 
with  the  agreement? 

2.  If  constructed  diflTerently,  did  Swain  consent  to  or  ac^ 
quiesce  in  the  departure  from  the  original  plan ;  or 

*  Code  of  1S68,  pp.  613,  615. 
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3.  Did  Swain,  after  its  construction,  accept  policies  on  the 
mill  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement? 

If  any  one  of  these  questions  were  answered  in  the  affirm- 
ative, then,  obviously  the  mortgage  was  to  be  cancelled. 

4.  Unless,  indeed,  there  was  something  in  the  statute  of 
frauds,  as  above  quoted,  which  interfered  with  such  a  con- 
clusion. 

The  second  and  third  questions  were  obviously  questions 
of  pure  fact,  and  the  court  below,  which  decreed  the  cancel- 
lation, considered,  as  this  court  (on  appeal  from  that  decree) 
also  considered,  that  the  evidence  made  it  clear,  on  direct 
proofs,  that  Swain  had  in  fact  acquiesced  in  the  departure 
in  the  building  of  the  mill,  and  moreover  that  after  its  con- 
struction he  had  accepted  policies,  by  this  means  also  waiving 
any  objection  to  such  variation. 

On  the  two  points  of  law  it  was  contended  by  Mr.  J,  M. 
Howard^  for  the  appellant : 

1.  That  the  contract  was  clear  and  specific  to  properly 
build  and  complete  a  mill  of  a  fixed,  intelligible,  and  practi- 
cable size ;  and  that  this  being  so  the  court  was  bound  to  hold 
the  parties  to  it;  and  so  bound  whether  the  mill  really  built 
was  of  greater  value  or  of  less  than  the  one  contracted  to  be 
built,  the  creditor  having  a  right  to  stipulate  for  just  such  a 
mill  as  he  pleased. 

2.  That  the  agreement  to  modify  the  stipulation  as  to  the 
dimensions  of  the  mill  was  an  agreement  which  did,  in  truth, 
provide  for  the  "surrender'*  of  one  "estate  or  interest  in 
lands  "  and  for  the  "  creation  "  of  another,  and  was  therefore 
void  within  the  Wisconsin  statute  of  frauds. 

Mr.  M.  H.  Carpenter^  contra: 

1.  What  was  the  spirit  of  the  agreement?  Swain  was  not 
contracting  for  a  mill  which  he  was  to  use.  He  had  sold  the 
land.  What  he  had  in  view  was  security,  and  security  alone. 
Precise  dimensions  were  of  no  consequence  to  him,  value 
was  everything;  because  upon  value  depended  his  securitj-, 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  i^eement.     The  literal  re- 
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qairements  of  the  agreement  would  have  been  satisfied  by 
the  construction  of  a  mill  of  any  value,  or  of  no  value,  pro- 
vided it  were  50  by  150  feet,  for  this  is  the  only  specification 
in  the  agreement  in  regard  to  the  mill.  This,  however, 
would  not  have  satisfied  the  spirit  of  the  agreement.  But 
if  a  worthless  mill,  50  by  150  feet,  would  not  have  done  this, 
then  a  mill  of  any  dimensions,  but  of  value  sufficient  to  sup- 
port an  insurance  equal  to  $6666.66,  does  do  it;  does  satisfy 
this  spirit.  In  other  words,  the  true  spirit  of  the  contract, 
so  far  as  regards  Swain,  was  value,  not  form ;  and,  if  the 
mill  actually  constructed  was  of  greater  value  than  one  con- 
structed 50  by  150  feet  would  have  been,  and  it  could  be  in- 
sured to  the  amount  of  $6666.66,  then  such  mill  satisfied  the 
agreement  in  its  true  spirit  and  according  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties.  But  the  point  is  not  important.  We  do  not 
urge  it.  The  evidence,  which  the  court  will  see  absolutely 
demands  affirmative  answers  to  the  second  and  third  ques- 
tions, renders  any  discussion  of  this  first  one  useless.  If 
8wain  accepted  the  mill  either  by  words,  or  by  silence  as 
expressive  as  words,  or  by  receiving  policies  upon  it,  there 
is  an  end  of  the  case. 

As  to  the  statute  of  fravds^  no  question  arises  under  it.  The 
point  seems  to  be  faintly  urged.  A  variation  in  an  agreement 
as  to  the  size  of  a  saw-mill,  is  not  a  surrender  of  or  a  crea- 
tion of  an  interest  in  land.  If  it  were,  then  without  insist- 
ing on  what  cases  assert,  that  a  written  or  sealed  instrument, 
even  when  within  the  statute,  may  be  varied  as  to  the  time  or 
manner  of  its  performance,  or  may  be  waived  altogether  by 
a  subsequent  parol  agreement,  the  conclusive  answer  here 
is,  that  the  contract  was  fully  executed  on  the  side  of  both 
parties;  and  that  Swain,  after  standing  by  and  witnessing 
the  completion  of  the  mill  with  its  actual  dimensions,  and 
agreeing  to  it,  is  equitably  estopped  from  objecting  to  cancel 
the  mortgage  upon  the  ground  of  change  in  the  plan.  The 
doctrine  that  where  a  person  encourages  an  act  to  be  done, 
or  in  any  way  accepts  it  when  done,  he  •can  not  afterwards 
exercise  his  legal  right  in  opposition  to  such  consent,  is  per- 
fectly settled,  and  is  applied  in  all  cases  where  a  party  has 
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by  word  or  act  given  others  reason  to  believe  that  if  he  had 
a  right,  he  intended  to  waive  it,  and  where  sach  others  would 
be  prejudiced  by  his  asserting  bis  right  Authorities  need 
not  be  cited  for  this  horn-book  law. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Subsequent  to  the  removal  of  the  case  from  the  State  court 
to  the  Circuit  Court  a  new  bill  of  complaint  was  filed  by  the 
consent  of  the  respondent,  so  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer 
to  the  proceedings  in  the  suit  before  the  petition  for  the  re- 
moval was  granted. 

Swain,  the  appellant  and  respondent,  owned  certain  real 
estate  situated  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  and  on  the  four- 
teenth of  April,  1855,  he  sold  the  same  to  John  W.  Medbery 
and  James  F.  Aldrich  for  the  consideration  of  fifty-two  thou- 
sand dollars,  as  appears  by  the  pleadings. 

Pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  sale  the  purchasers  paid  ten 
thousand  dollars  in  cash  when  the  deed  was  executed,  and 
gave  back  a  mortgage  on  the  same  real  estate  to  secure  the 
balance  of  the  purchase-money,  which  was  payable  in  instal- 
ments at  different  times.  Medbery  at  that  time  was  the 
owner  of  an  undivided  third  part  of  certain  lots  situated  in 
Milwaukee,  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  together  with  a  flour- 
ing-mill  erected  thereon,  called  the  Empire  Mill,  and  he  and 
his  wife,  on  the  same  day  and  as  a  part  of  the  same  transac- 
tion, gave  a  mortgage  of  the  same  lots  and  mill  to  the  appel- 
lant as  additional  security  for  the  balance  remaining  unpaid 
of  the  purchase-money  of  the  first-mentioned  real  estate. 

Prior  to  the  purchase  and  sale  of  the  Michigan  real  estate 
the  foundation  for  a  saw-mill,  fifty  feet  by  one  hundred  and 
fifty  feet,  to  be  erected  on  the  premises,  had  been  commenced, 
and  the  mortgagee,  at  the  time  the  second  mortgage  was  ex- 
ecuted as  additional  security,  stipulated  and  agreed  with  the 
mortgagors  therein  that  if  the  mortgagors  in  the  first  mort- 
gage built  and  completed  the  saw-mill  there  described  in  a 
proper  manner  upon  the  foundation  so  commenced,  w*ithin 
two  years  from  that  date,  he  would  accept  as  security  in  the 
place  of  that  mortgage  proper  fire  insurance  policies  on  said 
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8aw-mill,  and  would  thereupon  cancel  and  discharge  the  said 
second  mortgage.  Reference  is  made  to  the  stipulation  for 
its  exact  phraseology,  as  more  fully  set  forth  in  the  record, 
and  it  will  be  seen  that  it  was  duly  executed  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  the  appellant,  and  was  indorsed*  at  large  on  the 
second  mortgage  which  was  given  as  additional  security. 

Substantial  compliance  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagors  in 
the  first  mortgage  with  all  the  conditions  of  that  agreement, 
and  within  the  time  therein  specified,  is  set  up  by  the  appel* 
lees  and  complainants;  and  they  also  allege  that  the  mort- 
gagors in  the  second  mortgage  subsequently  sold  and  con- 
veyed, by  deed  of  warranty,  all  their  interest  in  and  to  the 
said  lots  and  mill,  and  that  they,  the  complainants,  after- 
wards became  the  purchasers  of  the  same  lots  and  mill;  and 
they  allege  that  at  the  time  the  suit  was  commenced  they 
were  the  owners  of  the  same  in  fee,  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of 
complaint.  They  do  not  claim  that  the  mill  built  and  com- 
pleted, as  aforesaid,  was  of  the  precise  dimensions  mentioned 
in  the  agreement,  but  they  allege  that  it  was  of  larger  di- 
mensions and  of  greater  value,  and  that  it  was  better  adapted 
to  the  purposes  to  be  accomplished ;  and  they  aver  that  the 
mill  as  built  and  completed  was  recognized  and  accepted  by 
the  appellant  as  a  compliance  with  that  agreement. 

Based  on  these  and  other  allegations  the  prayer  of  the  bill 
of  complaint  is  that  the  mortgage  of  the  lots  and  mill,  called 
the  second  mortgage  for  the  purpose  of  identification,  may 
be  ordered  and  decreed  to  be  cancelled  and  discharged,  and 
that  the  complainants  may  have  such  other  and  further  relief 
as  the  nature  of  the  case  shall  require. 

L  Special  reference  to  the  evidences  of  title  exhibited  by 
the  complainants  is  unnecessary,  as  the  parties  before  the 
hearing  in  the  Circuit  Court  entered  into  a  written  stipula- 
tion that  the  complainants  at  the  time  the  bill  of  complaint 
was  filed  were  the  owners  in  fee  of  the  lots  in  question  and  of 
the  flouriug-mill  located  on  the  premises.  Possessed  of  the 
title  to  the  lots  and  mill  as  previously  held  by  the  mortga- 
gors, the  claim  of  the  complainants  is  that  the  mortgage 
thereon  held  by  the  appellant  should  be  cancelled  and  dis- 
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charged,  because,  as  they  insist,  the  conditions  of  the  stipu- 
lation and  agreement  indorsed  on  the  same,  providing  for 
that  result,  have  all  been  fulfilled. 

Such  is  the  claim  of  the  complainants,  but  the  respondent 
denies  that  proposition  and  every  element  of  it,  and  he  con- 
tends that  the  complainants  have  no  claim  to  any  relief,  be- 
cause he  insists  that  the  mortgagors  in  the  first  mortgage 
never  fulfilled  any  of  the  conditions  specified  in  that  stipu- 
lation and  agreement;  that  they  never  built  and  completed 
the  saw-mill  therein  described ;  and  he  expressly  denies  that 
they  ever  procured  the  policies  of  insurance,  as  alleged,  or 
that  he  ever  accepted  the  mill  which  they  did  build  on  the 
premises  as  a  compliance  with  that  stipulation  and  agree- 
ment. 

Both  parties  were  fully  heard  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and  a 
decree  was  entered  for  the  complainants  cancelling  and  dis- 
charging the  mortgage,  and  the  respondents  appealed  to  this 
court. 

n.  Relief  cannot  be  decreed  to  the  complainants  on  the 
ground  that  the  mortgagors  in  the  principal  mortgage  built 
and  completed  a  saw-mill  on  the  premises  embraced  in  that 
mortgage,  of  the  dimensions  specified  in  the  written  stipula- 
tion and  agreement  which  is  indorsed  on  the  second  mort- 
gage, as  the  bill  of  complaint  concedes  that  they  did  not,  in 
terms,  comply  with  that  condition,  and  the  complainants  do 
not  claim  in  argument  that  the  saw-mill  which  those  parties 
built  thereon  was  of  that  form  or  of  those  dimensions.  Strict 
compliance,  therefore,  with  the  conditions  of  the  stipulation 
cannot  be  maintained,  as  the  proposition  finds  no  support 
either  in  the  pleadings  or  proofs,  but  is  contradicted  by  both 
in  every  part  of  the  record. 

Proof  of  strict  performance  failing,  the  next  proposition 
of  the  complainants  is  that  the  saw-mill  which  those  mortga- 
gors did  build  constitutes  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
conditions  of  that  stipulation,  but  it  is  not  possible  to  decide 
as  a  conclusion  of  law  that  a  saw-mill  seventy-eight  feet  in 
width  by  one  hundred  feet  in  length  is  a  substantial  compli- 
ance with  an  agreement  which  required  that  the  saw-mill  to 
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be  constructed  should  be  of  the  dimensions  described  in  that 
instrument,  even  though  it  be  shown  that  it  cost  more  and 
was  of  greater  value  and  better  adapted  to  the  purposes  to 
be  accomplished,  as  the  appellant  having  stipulated  that  the 
saw-mill  to  be  built  should  be  fifty  feet  in  width  by  one  hun- 
dred and  fifty  feet  in  length,  had  a  right  to  stand  upon  the 
contract  and  to  insist  that  it  should  be  fulfilled  according  to 
its  terms. 

Substantial  performance,  it  is  true,  is  all  that  is  required 
to  satisfy  any  such  agreement,  and  it  may  also  be  conceded 
that  in  the  adjudication  of  controversies  growing  out  of 
building  contracts  slight  differences  in  the  dimensions  be- 
tween the  building  constructed  and  the  terms  of  the  contract 
may,  under  many  circumstances,  be  overcome  by  a  reason- 
able application  of  that  rule,  but  the  dififerences  in  the  case 
before  the  court  are  far  too  great  to  fall  within  that  prin- 
ciple, as  the  efiect  would  be  to  make  a  new  contract  and 
substitute  it  in  the  place  of  the  stipulation  executed  by  the 
parties. 

III.  Suppose  neither  of  those  propositions  can  be  sustained, 
still  the  complainants  contend  that  the  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  should  be  afilrmed,  because  they  insist  that  the  appel- 
lant acquiesced  in  the  departure  from  the  plan  and  dimen- 
sions as  specified  in  the  written  instrument,  and  that  he  ex- 
pressly accepted  >thc  said  mill  which  those  parties  built  and 
completed  as  a  compliance  with  that  stipulation. 

Considerable  conflict  exists  in  the  proofs  upon  that  subject, 
and  in  view  of  that  fact  it  becomes  necessary  to  examine 
with  some  care  the  circumstances  attending  the  transaction 
as  bearing  upon  the  probabilities  of  the  case.  Duplicate 
agreements  were  executed  between  the  parties  to  the  before- 
mentioned  deed  of  conveyance  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
the  lands  therein  described  six  months  before  the  deed  of 
the  same  and  the  mortgage  back,  as  aforesaid,  were  signed 
and  delivered,  by  which  the  appellant  agreed  to  sell,  and  the 
grantees  in  the  deed  and  the  mortgagors  in  the  mortgage 
back  agreed  to  purchase,  ttiose  tracts  of  land,  with  certain 
exceptions,  which  are  unimportant  in  this  investigation,  and 
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also  with  certain  reservationa,  of  which  two  only  need  be 
noticed : 

1.  He  reserved  the  honse  where  he  resided  and  the  prem* 
ises  connected  therewith  for  his  benefit  for  one  year  from 
the  date  of  the  agreement. 

2.  Also  the  use  and  occupancy  of  the  shop  and  fixtures 
connected  with  the  same  then  in  the  possession  of  his  brother, 
a  deaf-mute,  together  with  the  use  of  the  water  ^^  as  now 
used,  or  in  a  similar  way/'  so  long  as  the  said  brother 
chooses  to  occupy  the  same,  ^^  to  be  free  of  rent,  let,  or  un- 
necessary hindrance,  otherwise  than  if  in  the  way  of  other 
important  improvements  it  may  be  removed"  sufficiently  to 
be  out  of  the  way,  ^*  and  where  he  can  have  the  same  use 
and  privileges  as  before.'' 

By  the  terms  of  the  agreement  as  amended  the  purchasers 
were  to  pay  ten  thousand  dollars  in  cash,  and  they  were  to 
give  their  bond  for  forty-two  thousand  dollars  for  the  balance 
of  the  purchase-money,  together  with  a  mortgage  back  of 
the  whole  real  estate  purchased  to  secure  the  payments,  and 
they  also  covenanted  to  give  ^^  good  and  satisfactory  security 
upon  other  property"  for  the  sum  of  six  thousand  six  hun- 
dred and  sixty-six  and  two-thirds  dollars.  They  also  agreed 
to  keep  an  insurance  in  some  safe  insurance  company  upon 
the  insurable  property  on  the  premises,  to  the  amount  of 
one-third  of  its  value,  for  the  benefit  and  security  of  the 
mortgagee.  No  provision  was  made  for  any  insurance  upon 
the  ^'  other  property"  to  be  conveyed  to  the  appellant  as  ad- 
ditional security,  but  when  the  mortgage  back  was  executed, 
six  months  later,  it  was  therein  stipulated  that  the  mort- 
gagors should  *^  well  and  truly  keep  the  buildings  erected, 
and  the  large  saw-mill  to  be  erected,  upon  the  premises," 
insured  in  some  safely  reputed  fire  insurance  company  or 
companies  against  loss  by  fire,  and  that  they  should  assign 
the  said  policy  or  policies  to  the  appellant  or  his  assigns ; 
and  it  contained  the  further  stipulation  that  in  default 
thereof  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  appellant  or  his  assigns 
to  effect  the  said  insurance,  and  that  the  premiums  paid  for 
effecting  the  same  and  the  costs  and  charges  should  be  a  lien 
on  the  said  mortgaged  premises. 
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Evidently  the  deed  of  couveyaace  and  the  two  mortgages, 
together  with  the  stipulation  indorsed  on  the  second  mort- 
gage, must  be  construed  together,  as  they  constitute  parts 
of  the  same  transaction ;  and  reference  may  also  be  made  to 
the  written  agreement  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  the  real 
estate  embraced  in  the  deed,  as  that  agreement  remained  in 
force  when  the  other  instruments  were  drafted  and  until  the 
transaction  was  finally  closed. 

Security  it  is  stipulated  shall  be  accepted  ^<  in  proper  fire 
insurance  policy  or  policies  on  said  large  saw-mill  in  place 
of  the  within  mortgage,"  but  the  amount  of  the  insurance 
to  be  procured  as  the  substitute  for  the  mortgage  security  is 
not  specified,  and  without  reference  to  the  instrument  which 
provided  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  real  estate  included 
in  the  deed  of  conveyance  it  would  be  difficult  if  not  impos- 
sible to  define  that  amount,  but  when  the  several  instru- 
ments relating  to  the  transaction  are  considered  together  all 
ambiguity  at  once  disappears. 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  those  suggestions  the  intention  of 
the  parties  appears  to  be  plain,  as  it  is  quite  evident  that  the 
second  mortgage  constitutes  the  ^*  security  upon  other  prop- 
erty "  for  the  amount  which  the  purchasers  of  the  real  estate 
agreed  to  give  to  the  appellant  as  the  seller  thereof  in  addi- 
tion to  the  mortgage  back  of  the  premises  included  in  the 
deed  of  conveyance. 

IV.  Two  conditions  precedent  are  annexed  to  the  sup- 
posed right  of  the  mortgagors  in  the  second  mortgage  to 
demand  that  the  mortgage  should  be  cancelled  and  dis- 
charged, and  unless  it  is  shown  that  they  were  waived  or 
modified  by  mutual  consent  they  must  both  be  fulfilled  or 
the  appellant  must  prevail:  (1.)  That  the  large  saw-mill, 
*'  fifty  by  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet  in  size,"  was  properly 
built  and  completed  upon  the  foundation  previously  com- 
menced, within  two  years  from  the  date  of  the  stipulation 
indorsed  on  the  second  mortgage;  (2.)  That  proper  fire 
insurance  policies  on  said  saw-mill  to  the  amount  of  six 
thousand  six  hundred  and  sixty^six  and  two-thirds  dollars 
were  procured  for  the  benefit  of  the  appellant,  in  one  or  the 
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other  of  the  two  modes  provided  in  the  iostrument  of  mort- 
gage. 

Undoabtedly  the  obligation  to  procnre  the  policies  rested 
on  the  mortgagors,  but  authority  to  procure  them  in  case  of 
the  default  of  the  mortgagors  was  vested  in  the  appellant, 
and  if  he  exercised  that  authority  and  actually  procured  the 
policies  to  that  amount  as  security  for  their  indebtedness  he 
cannot  set  up  the  non-performance  of  that  condition  as  an 
answer  to  this  suit  They  might  procure  the  policies,  or  if 
they  did  not  he  might  procure  them,  and  in  that  event  the 
premiums  paid  and  the  costs  and  charges  incurred  were 
made  a  lien  on  the  mortgaged  lands,  and  if  he  exercised  the 
privilege  conferred  and  procured  the  policies  he'is  bound  by 
his  own  act. 

1.  Compliance  with  the  first  condition  is  not  shown,  as 
the  mill  actually  built  is  seventy-eight  feet  in  width  by  one 
hundred  feet  in  length,  and  not  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet 
in  length  as  described  in  the  written  stipulation,  and  the 
decree  therefore  must  be  reversed  unless  it  satisfactorily 
appears  that  the  appellant  acquiesced  in  the  change  made  in 
the  plan  and  dimensions  of  the  mill  or  accepted  it  after  it 
was  completed,  as  contended  by  the  complainants. 

Constructed  as  the  mill  was  of  difiTerent  dimensions  from 
the  plan  specified  in  the  stipulation,  it  could  not  be  erected 
throughout  upon  the  foundation  previously  commenced,  but 
it  appears  that  it  was  erected  on  the  same  site,  and  that  it  is 
connected  with  the  same  water-power,  and  that  no  greater 
alterations  were  made  in  the  foundation  previously  com- 
menced than  the  change  in  the  plan  and  dimensions  of  the 
mill  required;  and  the  proofs  show  to  the  entire  satisfoction 
of  the  court  that  the  mill  as  constructed  cost  nearly  twice  as 
much  as  it  would  if  the  plan  indicated  in  the  stipulation  had 
been  followed,  and  that  it  is  of  greater  value,  and  that  in 
view  of  the  site  and  surrounding  circumstances,  it  is  much 
better  adapted  to  the  purposes  to  be  accomplished. 

Intended  for  three  gangs  of  saws  with  other  machinery 
incident  to  such  a  saw-mill  of  modern  construction,  it  seems 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  increase  in  the  width  of  the 
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mill,  aa  compared  with  the  dimensions  given  in  the  stipnla- 
tion,  would  mach  more  than  compensate  for  the  diminution 
in  the  length  of  the  structure,  as  the  length  is  still  sufficient, 
and  the  effect  of  the  alteration  is  to  give  more  space  where 
it  is  most  needed. 

Even  the  answer  alleges  that  the  second  mortgage  was 
given  as  a  performance  of  the  agreement  to  furnish  addi- 
tional security,  and  the  appellant  admits  that  he  agreed  to 
accept  the  policies  of  insurance  on  the  saw-mill  in  the  place 
of  the  mortgage,  provided  the  mill  was  built  of  the  size 
specified  in  the  stipulation  and  on  the  foundation  com- 
menced before  the  agreement  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of 
the  real  estate  was  executed,  but  he  utterly  denies  that  he 
acquiesced  in  the  change  made  in  the  plan  and  dimensions 
of  the  mill,  or  that  he  ever  accepted  or  agreed  to  accept  the 
mill  as  built  and  completed.  Three  witnesses,  however, 
testify  to  the  contrary,  and  a  fourth  testifies  that  the  appel- 
lant was  two  or  three  times  at  that  place  and  once  in  the 
mill  ^*  during  the  building  of  the  mill,''  and  that  he  never 
made  any  objections  to  him  or  in  his  presence  as  to  the 
change  in  the  dimensions  of  the  mill.  Two  of  these  wit- 
nesses are  the  mortgagors  in  the  first  mortgage,  who  built 
and  completed  the  saw-mill ;  the  third  was  a  partner  with 
them  in  the  lumber  business,  and  the  fourth  is  the  mill- 
wright who  superintended  the  construction  of  the  saw-mill 
and  put  in  the  machinery,  and  in  the  judgment  of  the  court 
they  are  entitled  to  credit.  They  speak  of  his  presence  at 
the  mill  during  the  progress  of  the  work  and  after  the  mill 
was  completed,  and  the  first  three  give  the  details  of  the 
conversation  they  had  with  him,  showing  to  a  demonstra- 
tion that,  if  they  are  to  be  believed,  the  appellant  not  only 
acquiesced  in  the  change  in  the  plan  as  proposed,  but  that 
he  in  terms  accepted  the  saw-mill  erected  on  the  premises 
as  built  and  completed. 

Opposed  to  the  statements  of  those  witnesses  is  the  nega- 
tive averment  of  the  answer  and  the  positive  denial  of  the 
appellant  that  any  such  interviews  ever  took  place,  or  that 
he  ever  gave  utterance  to  any  such  sentiments,  but  it  is  a 
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safficient  response  to  those  denials  of  the  appellant  to  say 
that  his  testimony  is  not  of  a  character  to  discredit  the 
proofs  introduced  by  the  complainants.  Attempt  is  also 
made  to  contradict  the  complainants'  witnesses  as  to  the 
time  when  they  say  they  saw  the  appellant  at  the  saw-mill 
or  in  that  vicinity,  but  the  error,  if  it  be  one,  is  not  sufficient 
to  discredit  the  witnesses,  as  it  is  quite  immaterial  whether 
the  interview  was  at  the  time  stated  or  a  week  or  two  or 
even  a  month  earlier.  Other  considerations,  such  as  the 
necessity  for  the  removal  of  the  shop  of  the  deaf-mute 
brother,  are  also  invoked  as  tending  to  show  the  improba- 
bility that  the  appellant  should  have  assented  to  the  alterar 
tion  in  the  plan  of  the  mill,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter 
into  the  details,  as  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  alle- 
gations of  the  bill  of  complaint  in  that  behalf  are  fully  proved 
by  the  direct  proofs. 

Next  objection  of  the  appellant  is  that  the  agreement  to 
accept  the  mill  as  built  and  completed,  even  if  made  as  sup- 
posed, was  void  as  within  the  statute  of  frauds  of  that  State, 
because  it  was  not  in  \«4*iting;  but  it  becomes  necessary 
before  considering  that  question  to  determine  whether  the 
second  condition  specified  in  the  stipulation  was  fulfilled  so 
that  the  mortgagors  in  the  second  mortgage,  or  those  claim- 
ing under  them,  have  the  right,  if  the  agreement  to  accept 
the  saw-mill  as  built  and  completed  is  operative,  to  demand 
that  the  second  mortgage  shall  be  cancelled  and  discharged. 

2.  Whether  the  mortgagors  in  the  principal  mortgage  kept 
the  insurable  property  included  in  that  mortgage  insured  or 
not  is  not  a  question  in  this  case,  nor  is  it  a  question  at  this 
time  whether  they  kept  the  saw-mill  insured  as  agreed  in 
that  instrument,  but  the  question  to  be  decided  is  whether 
the  mortgagors,  within  two  years  from  the  date  of  the  stipu- 
lation, procured  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee  proper 
fire  insurance  policies  thereon  to  the  requisite  amount,  or 
whether  the  mortgagee  within  that  period  procured  the 
same  for  his  own  benefit,  as  required  or  permitted  in  the 
second  condition  of  that  stipulation,  when  construed  in  cou- 
uection  with  the  provision  upon  the  subject  contained  in  the 
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principal  mortgage.  Proper  fire  insurance  policies  might 
be  procured  for  the  purpose,  as  before  explained,  by  the 
mortgagor  or  by  the  mortgagee,  and  inasmuch  as  the  pre* 
miums  paid  and  the  costs  and  charges  incurred  were,  in  the 
latter  event,  to  be  added  to  and  considered  a  part  of  the 
debt  secured  by  mortgage,  it  cannot  make  any  difference 
whether  they  were  actually  obtained  by  the  one  or  the  other 
of  those  parties.  Such  being  the  rule  to  be  applied,  the 
question  presented  for  decision  is  purely  one  of  fact  depend- 
ing upon  the  proofs  in  the  case,  the  results  of  which,  as  they 
appear  to  the  court,  will  be  briefly  stated. 

Three  policies  of  insurance  on  the  saw*mill  were  procured, 
in  the  year  1856,  by  the  mortgagors  for  the  benefit  of  the 
mortgagee,  to  wit :  two  thousand  dollars  in  the  ^tna  In- 
surance Company,  two  thousand  dollars  in  the  Washington 
Union  Insurance  Company,  and  two  thousand  dollars  in  the 
Jackson  Mutual  Insurance  Company ;  and  the  proofs  show 
that  the  policies  were  delivered  to  the  appellant,  and  that  he 
accepted  them  without  objection.  Added  together,  the  sum 
is  a  fraction  less  than  the  required  amount,  but  the  policies 
were  accepted  without  objection,  and  none  is  now  made  on 
that  accounts 

Policies  on  the  saw-mill  were  obtained,  the  succeeding 
year,  by  the  appellant,  for  the  same  amount,  to  wit:  fifteen 
hundred  dollars  in  the  Phoenix  Insurance  Company,  three 
thousand  dollars  in  the  Washington  Union  Insurance  Com- 
pany, and  fifteen  hundred  dollars  in  the  .^tna  Insurance 
Company;  and  the  proofs  show  that  the  premiums  which  he 
paid  for  the  same  were  added  to  the  mortgage  debt,  and 
were  ultimately  adjusted  by  the.  mortgagors. 

Insurance  on  the  saw-mill  for  the  year  1858  was  also  ob- 
tained by  the  appellant  for  the  same  amount,  and  the  exhibits 
in  the  record  show  that  the  money  he  paid  for  the  premiums 
was  repaid  to  him  by  the  mortgagors.  They  also  paid  him 
at  the  same  time  fourteen  thousand  six  hundred  and  seventy- 
three  dollars  and  forty-three  cents,  which  was  indorsed  on 
the  bond  given  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money,  and 
which  was  secured  by  the  mortgage  of  the  same  real  estate. 
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V.  All  of  these  policies,  however,  were  for  the  term  of 
one  year,  and  the  next  objection  is  that  they  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  fulfilling  the  second  condition  of  the  stipulation  on 
that  account,  as  they  would  expire  before  some  of  theinstaU 
Tnents  of  the  bond  fell  due;  but  the  objection  is  not  entitled 
to  weight  for  several  reasons:  (1.)  Fire  policies  are  usually 
issued  for  one  year,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  stipulation  to 
justify  the  conclusion  that  the  policies  were  to  be  in  any  other 
than  the  usual  form.  (2.)  When  the  first  three  were  obtained 
they  were  accepted  by  the  appellant  without  objection.  (3.) 
He  asked  and  obtained  leave  of  the  mortgagors  to  procure 
the  future  policies,  and  when  he  came  to  exercise  that  privi- 
lege he  obtained  them  in  the  same  form.  (4.)  Because, 
having  been  intrusted,  at  his  own  request,  with  the  business 
of  procuring  the  requisite  insurance,  it  was  his  own  fault  if 
the  business  was  neglected  or  was  not  properly  transacted. 
(5.)  He  cannot  impute  fault  to  the  mortgagors,  as  they  paid 
on  the  mortgage  a  sum  nearly  equal  to  the  anticipated  cost 
of  the  saw-mill,  especially  as  they  had  consented  to  leave  the 
business  of  insurance  to  him,  and  as  he  was  expressly  author- 
ized to  add  the  premiums  to  the  mortgage  debt,  and  as  all 
sums  paid  for  that  purpose  were  declared  to  be  a  lien  on  the 
mortgaged  lands.  (6.)  If  he  desired  that  the  insurance  should 
be  continued,  and  did  not  wish  to  transact  the  business,  he 
should  have  given  notice  to  the  mortgagors;  but  the  proba- 
bility is  that  he  felt  less  interest  in  the  subject  on  account 
of  the  large  payment  which  had  been  made  on  the  mortgage 
debt. 

YL  1.  Although  the  fee  of  the  mortgaged  premises  re- 
mains in  the  mortgagor,  under  the  laws  of  that  State,  till 
after  foreclosure  and  sale,  still  no  doubt  is  entertained  that 
the  stipulation  to  accept  proper  fire  insurance^ policies  on 
the  saw-mill  in  the  place  of  the  mortgage  was  an  agreement 
providing  for  the  surrender  of  an  ^'estate  or  interest  in 
lands,"  and,  therefore,  was  an  agreement  within  the  statute 
of  frauds  of  that  State.* 

*  Revised  Stot.,  chap.  108,  }  6,  p.  616;  Wood  v.  Trask,  7  Wisconsin,  672; 
RusseU  V.  Sly,  2  Black,  678. 
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Kotbing  is  left  for  construction,  as  the  subsequent  act 
provides  that  tbe  term  ^Mands"  sball  be  construed  as  co- 
extensive in  meaning  with  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments, and  that  the  terms  ^^ estate  and  interest  in  lands" 
shall  be  construed  to  embrace  every  estate  and  interest,  free- 
hold and  chattel,  legal  and  equitable,  present  and  future, 
vested  and  contingent.* 

But  the  stipulation  in  this  case  to  accept  the  policies  of 
insurance  on  the  saw-mill  as  security  in  the  place  of  the 
second  mortgage,  and  thereupon  to  cancel  and  discharge 
that  instrument,  is  in  writing,  and  having  been  executed  as 
a  part  of  the  bargain  of  purchase  and  sale  of  the  real  estate, 
it  rests  upon  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  is  valid  and  bind- 
ing. Argument  upon  that  topic  is  unnecessary,  as  it  is  too 
plain  for  contention;  but  the  suggestion  which  the  appellant 
intends  to  make  is  that  the  agreement  subsequently  made 
to  modify  the  stipulation  as  to  the  dimensions  of  the  mill  is 
within  the  statute  of  frauds  of  that  State,  and  null  and  void. 
Views  of  the  complainants  are  that  an  agreement,  though  in 
writing  and  under  seal,  may  in  all  cases  be  varied  as  to  time 
or  manner  of  its  performance,  or  may  be  waived  altogether 
by  a  subsequent  oral  agreement;  but  the  court  is  of  a  differ- 
ent opinion,  if  the  agreement  to  be  modified  is  within  the 
statute  of  frauds. 

2.  Numerous  authorities  sanction  the  principle  advanced 
by  the  complainants  in  cases  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
and  which  fall  within  the  general  rules  of  the  common  law, 
and  in  such  cases  it  is  held  that  the  parties  to  an  agreement, 
though  it  is  in  writing,  may,  at  any  time  before  the  breach 
of  it,  by  a  new  contract  not  in  writing,  modify,  waive,  dis- 
solve, or  annul  the  former  agreement,  if  no  part  of  it  was 
within  the  statute  of  frauds,  f 

Reported  cases  may  also  be  found  where  that  rule  is  pro- 

*  Revised  Btat.,  chap.  lOS,  {6,  p.  615;  Stevens  v.  Cooper,  1  Johnson's 
Chancery,  425;  Hunt  o.  Maynard,  6  Pickering,  489;  Browne  on  Frauds 
(2d  ed.),  {  480. 

f  Goss  V.  Nugent,  5  Barnewall  &  Adolphus,  64;  Harvey  v,  Grabham, 
6  Adolphus  &  Ellis,  78;  Emerson  v.  Slater,  22  Howard,  42;  Brown  on 
Frnuds  (2d  ed.},  {  400. 
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mulgated  withoat  any  qualification ;  but  the  better  opinion 
iSy  that  a  written  contract  falling  within  the  statute  of  frauds 
cannot  be  varied  by  any  subsequent  agreement  of  the  parties, 
unless  such  new  agreement  is  also  in  writing.  Express  de- 
cision in  the  case  of  Marshall  v.  L}pm^  is  that  the  terms  of 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  falling  within  the  operation 
of  the  statute  of  frauds  cannot  be  varied  or  altered  by  parol; 
that  where  a  contract  for  the  bargain  and  sale  of  goods  is 
made,  stating  a  time  for  the  delivery  of  them,  an  agreement 
to  substitute  another  day  for  that  purpose  must,  in  order  to 
be  valid,  be  in  writing.f 

Suggestion  may  be  made  that  all  the  cases  were  cases  at 
law;  but  the  same  rule  prevails  in  equity,  as  appears  by  the 
highest  authority 4 

Regarded,  therefore,  as  a  mere  executory  agreement  to 
accept  the  mill  when  built  and  completed,  it  is  clear  that  the 
statute  of  frauds  would  be  a  good  defence  to  a  suit  for  the 
breach  of  it;  but  it  cannot  be  viewed  in  that  light,  as  it  was 
fully  executed  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagors,  and  was  in 
&ct  fully  executed  on  the  part  of  the  appellant 

3.  He  is  not  sued  for  a  breach  of  the  agreement  to  accept 
the  mill  as  built  and  completed;  but  the  suit  is  to  compel 
him  to  cancel  and  discharge  the  mortgage  as  agreed  in  the 
written  stipulation.  Called  upon  to  plead  to  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint, he  sets  up  the  defence  that  the  dimensions  of  the  mill 
vary  from  those  specified  in  the  stipulation,  to  which  the 
complainants  reply  that  he  acquiesced  in  the  change  at  the 
time  the  work  was  done,  and  that  he  accepted  the  mill  as 
built  and  completed,  and  they  prove  the  allegations  to  the 

*  6  Meoson  &  Welnby,  109. 

f  Clarke  v.  Russel,  8  Dallas,  415;  Emerson  o.  Slater,  22  Howard,  42; 
€k>88  V.  Nugent,  5  Barnewall  &  Adolphus,  58;  Harvey  v.  Grabham,  5 
Adolphus  &  Ellid,  78;  Stowell  v.  Robinson,  8  Bingham's  New  Cases,  928; 
Stead  V.  Dawber,  10  Adolphus  &  Ellis,  57;  Falmouth  v.  Thomas,  1  Cromp- 
ton  &  Mceson,  109;  Hasbrouck  v.  Tappen,  15  Johnson,  200;  Blood  v.  Good- 
rich, 9  Wendell,  68. 

{  Emmet  r.  Dewhirst,  8  English  Law  and  Equity,  83;  same  case,  8  Mc- 
Naagbten  &  G.,  587 ;  Stevens  o.  Cooper,  1  Johnson's  Chancery,  429 ;  Browne 
on  Frauds  (2d  ed.),  {  422. 
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entire  satisfaction  of  the  court.  They  bailt  and  completed 
the  mill  seventy^eight  feet  in  width  by  one  hundred  feet  in 
length,  at  an  expense  exceeding  thirty  thousand  dollars,  and 
the  appellant  not  only  accepted  it  when  completed  as  a  com- 
pliance with  the  stipulation,  but  he  also  accepted  the  policies 
of  insurance  procured  on  it  as  security  in  the  place  of  the 
second  mortgage,  and  he  cannot  now  be  permitted  to  avoid 
the  true  issue,  nor  to  divest  the  transaction  of  its  real  char- 
acter in  order  that  he  may  set  up  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Vn.  1.  Even  part  performance  is  often  admitted  in  equity 
as  an  answer  to  the  statute;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  invoke 
that  principle  in  this  case,  as  it  is  clear  that  the  appellant 
acquiesced  in  the  changes  made  in  the  plan,  and  that  the 
mill,  as  bailt  and  completed,  was  accepted  by  him  ^s  a  com- 
pliance with  the  stipulation.* 

2.  Estoppel  is  also  set  up  by  the  complainants  as  an  an- 
swer to  the  defence  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and,  in  view  of 
the  facts,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  a  complete 
answer  to  that  defence.  He  sold*  the  real  estate  for  fifty-two 
thousand  four  hundred  dollars,  received  ih  cash  ten  thousand 
dollars,  and  the  purchasers  gave  a  mortgage  on  the  same  real 
estate  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price.  They  paid  to- 
wards the  mortgage  seventeen  thousand  six  hundred  and 
seventy-three  dollars,  exclusive  of  five  hundred  and  seventy- 
six  dollars  and  seventy-three  cents  for  insurance  premiums 
and  for  taxes,  and  erected  the  saw-mill  at  the  cost  of  thirty- 
two  thousand  dollars,  and  the  record  shows  that  the  appel- 
lant foreclosed  the  mortgage,  and,  with  two  other  persons,, 
became  the  purchaser  of  the  entire  property  and  improve^ 
ments,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  for  the  sum  of  nineteen 
thousand  six  hundred  dollars,  and  has  a  decree  for  the  de- 
ficiency of  two  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-four  dol- 
lars and  eleven  cents,  for  which  he  proposes  to  foreclose  the 
second  mortgage  now  under  consideration. 

3.  Beyond  doubt  the  mortgagors  in  the  first  mortgage^one 
of  whom  was  the  principal  mortgagor  in  the  second  mort- 

*  1  story  £q.  Jur.  (9th  ed.),  {{  769,  761 ;  Browne  on  Frauds  (2d  ed.)v 
{463. 

roL,  ix«  18 
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gage,  built  and  completed  the  saw-mill  in  the  full  belief, 
induced  by  the  conduct  and  declarations  of  the  appellant, 
that  it  would  be  accepted  as  a  compliance  with  the  stipula- 
tion indorsed  on  the  second  mortgage.  Taken  as  a  whole, 
the  proofs  satisfy  the  court  that  his  conduct  and  declarations 
led  them  to  believe  that  he  was  content  with  the  change 
made,  and  that  he  would  readily  acquiesce  in  their  doings 
when  the  mill  was  completed,  and,  if  so,  he  cannot  be  heard 
to  allege  or  prove  the  contrary  to  the  prejudice  of  their 
rights.* 

Where  a  person  tacitly  encourages  an  act  to  be  done,  he 
cannot  afterwards  exercise  his  legal  right  in  opposition  to 
such  consent,  if  his  conduct  or  acts  of  encouragement  in- 
duced the  other  party  to  change  his  position,  so  that  he  will 
be  pecuniarily  prejudiced  by  the  assertion  of  such  adversary 

claim. 

Decrbb  affirmed. 


The  Justices  v.  Murray. 

1.  The  provision  in  the  seventh  amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the 

United  States,  which  declares  tha^  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury  shall  be  other- 
wise re-examined  in  any  court  of  the  United  States  than  according  to 
the  rules  of  the  common  law,  applies  to  the  facts  tried  by  a  jury  in  a 
cause  in  a  State  court. 

2.  So  much  of  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  dd,  1863,  en- 

titled **  An  act  relating  to  habeas  corpus  and  regulating  proceedings  in 
certain  cases,"  as  provides  for  the  removal  of  a  judgment  in  a  State 
court,  and  in  which  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  a  retrial  on  the  facts  and  law,  is  not  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  Constitution,  and  is  void. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York ;  the  case  being  thus : 

Patrie  brought  a  suit  for  an  assault  and  battery  and  false 

*  Pickard  v.  Sears,  6  Adolphus  &  Ellis,  474;  Freeman  v.  Cogke,  2  Ex- 
chequer, 654 ;  Foster  v.  Dawber,  6  Id.  854;  Edwards  v.  Chapman,  1  Meeson 
Jb  Welsby,  231 ;  Morris  Canal  Company  v,  Lewis,  1  Beasley,  823 ;  Cary  v. 
Wheeler,  14  Wisconsin,  285. 
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imprisonment  against  Murray  and  Buckley  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Third  District  of  New  York;  to  which  the  de- 
fendants pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  pleaded  further  as 
a  special  defence  that  the  said  Murray  was  marshal  of  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  and  the  said  Buckley  his 
deputy;  and  that,  as  such  marshal,  he,  Murray,  was,  by 
order  of  the  President,  on  or  about  the  28th  August,  1862, 
directed  to  take  the  plaintiff'  into  custody;  that  the  said 
Buckley,  as  such  deputy,  was  directed  by  him,  the  marshal, 
to  execute  the  said  order;  and  that,  acting  as  such  deputy, 
and  in  pursuance  of  his  directions,  he,  Buckley,  did,  in  a 
lawful  manner,  and  without  force  or  violence,  take  the  said 
Patrie  into  custody;  that  during  all  the  time  he  was  in  cus- 
tody he  was  kept  and  detained  in  pursuance  of  said  order 
of  the  President,  and  not  otherwise. 

Issue  being  thus  joined,  the  cause  was  tried  at  the  Circuit 
Court  in  Greene  County,  within  the  third  judicial  district, 
before  a  jury.  The  defendants  appeared  by  counsel.  No 
evidence  was  given  on  the  trial,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, in  support  of  the  special  defence  set  up  as  being  under 
the  order  of  the  President.  A  verdict  was  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff  and  judgment  was  regularly  entered  upon  the  ver- 
dict on  the  8th  June,  1864. 

In  December  following  a  writ  of  error  was  issued  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Third  District,  to  remove  the  cause  to 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York.  The  writ  was  issued  under  the  6th  sec- 
tion of  an  act  of  Congress,  passed  March  8d,  1863,  entitled 
**  An  act  relating  to  Habeas  Corpus j  and  regulating  proceed- 
ings in  certain  cases."  The  5th  section  of  this  act  provides 
as  follows: 

"  If  *  any  suit  or  prosecution,  civil  or  criminal,  has  been  or  flhall 
be  commenced  in  any  State  court,  against  any  oflScer,  civil  or 
military,'  ...  or  *for  any  arrest  or  imprisonment  made'  .  .  . 
*at  any  time  during  the  present  rebellion,  by  virtue  or  under 
color  of  any  authoritj"  by  or  under  the  President  of  the  United 
States,'  .  .  .  'it  shall'  .  .  .  *  be  competent  for  either  party,  within 
six  months  after  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  any  such  cause, 
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by  writ  of  error  or  other  process,  to  remove  the  same  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  that  district  in  which 
such  judgment  shall  have  been  rendered ;  and  the  said  Circuit 
Court  shall  thereupon  proceed  to  try  and  determine  the  facts 
and  law  in  such  action  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the-  same  had 
been  there  originally  commenced,  the  judgment  in  such  case 
notwithstanding.' 


I  n 


The  State  court  refused  to  make  a  return  to  the  writ  of 
error.  Thereupon  an  alternative  mandamus  was  issued  by 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  to  which  a  return 
was  made  setting  forth  the  suit,  trial,  and  judgment  already 
referred  to.  To  this  there  was  a  demurrer  and  joinder; 
and,  after  due  consideration,  the  demurrer  was  sustained, 
and  a  judgment  for  a  peremptory  mandamus  rendered. 
From  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  taken  to  this  court.* 

The  case  was  argued  on  two  occasions,  and  each  time  with 
ability  and  care.  On  the  first  by  Mr.  A.  J.  Parker j  for  the 
plaintiff's  in  error ^  and  by  Mr.  Ecarts^  then  Attorney-General^ 
contra;  and  at  this  term,  by  Mr.  Parker  again^  on  ont  side  as 
before,  and  by  Mr.  Hoar,  now  Attm^ey- General,  with  Mr.  I^eld, 
Assistant  Attorney-General,  on  the  other.  On  the  second  occa- 
sion the  argument  was  confined  to  two  questions  submitted 
by  the  court : 

1.  Whether  or  not  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  8d,  1863, 
providing  for  the  removal  of  a  cause,  after  judgment  by  a 
State  court,  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  a 
new  trial,  is  an  act  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  ? 

2.  Whether  or  not  the  provision  in  the  seventh  amend- 
ment of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  declares 
that  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury  shall  be  otherwise  re-examined 

*  The  alternative  and  peremptory  mandamus  against  the  Supreme  Court 
of  New  York  was  allowed  by  consent  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  with 
a  view  to  pvesent  the  question  raised  and  decided  in  the  case.  The  Circuit 
Court  had  refused  to  issue  it  against  the  court,  and  issued  it  only  against  the 
clerk.  This  is  stated  to  prevent  the  case  from  being  cited  as  an  authority 
for  the  power,  and  without  intending  to  express  any  opinion  on  this  sub- 
ject   S.  N. 
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in  any  court  of  the  United  States  than  according  to  the  rules 
of  the  common  law,  applies  to  the  facts  tried  by  a  jury  in  a 
cause  in  a  State  court? 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  has  received  the  most  deliberate  consideration 
of  the  court  As  we  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the 
seventh  amendment,  upon  its  true  construction,  applies  to  a 
cause  tried  by  a  jury  in  a  State  court,  this  opinion  will  be 
confined  to  considerations  involved  in  the  second  question 
submitted  to  us  for  argument  at  the  bar.  The  decision  of 
that  in  the  affirmative  disposes  of  the  case. 

The  seventh  amendment  is  as  follows :  ^^  In  suits  at  com- 
mon law,  where  the  value  in  controversy  shall  exceed  twenty 
dollars,  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  preserved;  and  no 
iact  tried  by  a  jury  shall  be  otherwise  re-examined  in  any 
court  of  the  United  States  than  according  to  the  common 
law.'' 

It  must  be  admitted  that,  according  to  the  construction 
uniformly  given  to  the  first  clause  of  this  amendment,  the 
suits  there  mentioned  are  confined  to  those  in  the  Federal 
courts ;  and  the  argument  is,  perhaps,  more  than  plausible, 
which  is  that  the  words,  "  and  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury,"  men- 
tioned in  the  second,  relate  to  the  trial  by  jury  as  provided 
for  in  the  previous  clause.  We  have, felt  the  full  force  of 
this  argument,  and  if  the  two  clauses  were  necessarily  to  be 
construed  together,  and  to  be  regarded  as  inseparable,  we 
think  the  argument  would  be  conclusive.  But  this  is  not 
the  view  that  has  been  taken  of  it  by  this  court  In  Parsons 
V.  BedfiyrdetaLy*  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  referring  to  this  part  of  the  amendment,  ob- 
served, **'  that  it  should  be  read  as  a  substantial  and  inde- 
pendent clause;"  and  that  it  was  ^^a  prohibition  to  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  to  re-examine  any  facts  tried  by  a  jury 
in  any  other  manner."  The  history  of  the  amendment  con- 
firms this  view.f    He  further  observed  that  '^  the  only  modes 

*  8  Peters,  447,  448. 

t  Debates  in  Congress,  by  Gales  ft  Seaton,  yol.  1,  pp.  462,  468,  784. 
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kDowD  to  the  common  law  to  re-examine  sach  facts  was  the 
granting  of  a  new  trial  by  the  court  where  the  issue  was 
tried,  or  the  award  of  a  venire  facias  de  novo,  by  the  appel- 
late court,  for  some  error  of  law  that  had  intervened  in  the 
proceedings." 

Another  argument  mainly  relied  upon  against  this  con- 
struction is  that  the  ten  amendments  proposed  by  Congress, 
and  adopted  by  the  States,  are  limitations  upon  the  powers 
of  the  Federal  government,  and  not  upon  the  States;  and 
we  are  referred  to  the  cases  of  Barron  v.  The  Mayor  and 
Giy  Council  of  Baltimore  ;*  Lessee  of  Livingston  v.  Moore  and 
others;^  Twitchell  v.  The  CommomoealthyX  as  authorities  for  the 
position.  This  is  admitted,  and  it  follows  that  the  seventh 
amendment  could  not  be  invoked  in  a  State  court  to  pro- 
hibit it  from  re-examining,  on  a  writ  of  error,  facts  that  had 
been  tried  by  a  jury  in  the  court  below.  But  this  would 
seem  to  be  the  only  consequence  deducible  from  these  cases 
or  from  the  principles  they  assert.  They  have  no  pertinent, 
much  less  authoritative,  application  to  the  question  in  hand. 
That  question  is  not  whether  the  limitation  in  the  amend- 
ment has  any  effect  as  to  the  powers  of  an  appellate  State 
court,  but  what  is  its  effect  upon  the  powers  of  the  Federal 
appellate  court  ?  Is  the  limitation  confined  to  cases  of  writs 
of  error  to  the  inferior  Federal  courts,  or  does  it  not  also 
apply  to  writs  of  eiror  to  State  courts  in  cases  involving 
Federal  questions  ?  The  latter  is  the  precise  question  for 
our  determination.  Now,  it  will  be  admitted  that  the  amend- 
ment, in  terms,  makes  no  such  discrimination.  They  are : 
^^and  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury  shall  be  otherwise  re-examined 
in  any  court  of  the  United  States  than  according  to  the  rules 
of  the  common  law.''  It  is  admitted  that  the  clause  applies 
to  the  appellate  poweris  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  all  common  law  cases  coming  up  from  an  inferior 
Federal  court,  and  also  to  the  Circuit  Court  in  like  cases,  in 
the  exercise  of  its  appellate  powers.  And  why  not,  as  it 
respects  the  exercise  of  these  powers  in  cases  of  Federal  cog- 

*  7  Peters,  248.  f  I^-  ^1-  I  ^  Wallace,  821, 
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nizance  coming  up  from  a  State  court?  The  terms  of  the 
araendmeut  are  general,  and  contain  no  qualification  in  re- 
spect to  the  restriction  upon  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the 
courts,  except  as  to  the  class  of  cases,  namely,  suits  at  com- 
mon law,  where  the  trial  has  been  hy  jury.  The  natural 
inference  is  that  no  other  was  intended.  Its  language,  upon 
any  reasonable,  if  not  necessary,  interpretation,  we  think, 
applies  to  this  entire  class,  no  matter  from  what  court  the 
case  comes,  of  which  cogniza\ice  can  be  taken  by  the  appel- 
late court 

It  seems  to  us  also  that  cases  of  Federal  cognizance,  com- 
ing up  from  State  courts,  are  not  only  within  the  words,  but 
are  also  within  the  reason  and  policy  of  the  amendment. 
They  are  cases  involving  questions  arising  under  the  Consti- 
tution, the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  treaties,  or  under 
some  other  Federal  authority ;  and,  therefore,  are  as  com- 
pletely within  the  exercise  of  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
States,  as  much  so  as  if  the  cases  had  been  originally  brought 
in  some  inferior  Federal  court.  Ko  other  cases  tried  in  the 
State  courts  can  be  brought  under  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
of  this  court  or  any  inferior  Federal  court  on  which  appel- 
late jurisdiction  may  have  been  conferred.  The  case  must 
be  one  involving  some  Federal  question,  and  it  is  difficult  to 
perceive  any  sensible  reason  for  the  distinction  that  is  at- 
tempted to  be  made  between  the  re-examination  by  the  ap- 
pellate'Court  of  a  case  coming  up  from  an  inferior  Federal, 
and  one  of  the  class  above  mentioned  coming  up  from  a 
State  court.  In  both  instances  the  cases  are  to  be  disposed 
of  by  the  same  system  of  laws  and  by  the  same  judicial 
tribunal. 

Mr.  Hamilton,  in  the  82d  number  of  the  Federalist,  speak- 
ing of  the  relation  that  would  subsi^  between  the  National 
and  State  courts  in  the  instances  of  concurrent  jurisdiction, 
observes  that  the  Constitution,  in  direct  terms,  gives  an  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  to  the  Supreme  Court  in  all  the  enume- 
rated cases  of  Federal  cognizance  in  which  it  is  not  to  have 
an  original  one,  without  a  single  expression  to  confine  its 
operations  to  the  inferior  Federal  courts.    The  objects  of 
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appeal,  not  the  tribanals  from  which  it  is  to  be  made,  are 
alone  contemplated.  From  this  circumstance,  he  observes, 
and  from  the  reason  of  the  thing,  it  ought  to  be  construed  to 
extend  to  the  State  tribunals.  ^^  The  courts  of  the  latter  will, 
of  course,  be  National  auxiliaries  to  the  execution  of  the  laws 
of  the  Union,  and  an  appeal  from  them  will  as  naturally  lie  to 
that  tribunal  which  is  destined  to  unite  and  assimilate  the 
principles  of  National  justice  and  the  rules  of  National  de- 
cisions." 

This  idea  of  calling  to  the  ajd  of  the  Federal  judiciary  the 
State  tribunals,  by  leaving  to  them  concurrent  jurisdiction 
in  which  Federal  questions  might  be  involved,  with  the  right 
of  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  will  be  found  to  be  exten- 
sively acted  upon  in  the  distribution  of  the  judicial  powers 
of  the  United  States  in  the  act  of  1789,  known  as  the  Judi- 
ciary Act  Besides  the  general  concurrent  jurisdiction  in 
the  Judiciary  Act,  a  striking  instance  of  this  is  found  in  the 
88d  section  of  the  act,  which  provides  ^^  that  for  any  crime 
or  offence  against  the  United  States  the  offender  may,  by 
any  justice  or  judge  of  the  United  States,  or  by  any  justice 
of  the  peace  or  other  magistrate  of  any  of  the  United  States 
where  he  may  be  found,  agreeably  to  the  usual  mode  of  pro- 
cess against  offenders  in  such  State,  and  at  the  expense  of 
the  United  States,  be  arrested  and  imprisoned,  or  bailed,  as 
the  case  may  be,  for  trial  before  such  court  of  the  United 
States  as  by  this  act  has  cognizance  of  the  offence."  And  a 
series  of  acts  were  also  passed  in  the  earlier  sessions  of  Con- 
gress, conferring  upon  the  State  and  county  courts  cogni- 
zance to  hear  and  determine  upon  offences,  penalties,  and 
forfeitures,  and  for  the  collection  of  taxes  and  duties  arising 
and  payable  under  the  revenue  laws,  or  under  a  direct  tax 
or  internal  duties,  and  which  were  continued  down  till  the 
State  courts  refused  to  entertain  jurisdiction  of  the  same.* 
The  State  courts  of  New  York  continued  to  exercise  juris- 
diction under  these  acts  till  as  late  as  1819.t 

The  reasons,  therefore,  for  the  application  of  this  clause 

*  1  Brightly'B  Digest,  281,  and  note^,  p.  282. 
t  United  States  v.  Lathrop,  17  Johnson,  4. 
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of  the  Bevetith  amendmeut  to  cases  comiug  up  for  review 
from  the  State  courts  were  as  strong  as  in  cases  from  the 
inferior  Federal  courts,  and  the  history  of  the  amendment 
will  show  that  it  was  the  apprehension  and  alarm  in  respect 
to  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court  over  cases  tried  by 
a  jury  in  the  State  courts  that  led  mainly  to  its  adoption. 

The  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  after  defining  its 
original  jurisdiction,  is  as  follows: 

'^  In  all  other  cases  before  mentioned  the  Supreme  Court 
shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction  both  as  to  law  and  fact,  with 
such  exceptions  and  under  such  regulations  as  Congress 
shall  make." 

Mr.  Hamilton,  in  the  81st  number  of  the  Federalist,  after 
quoting  the  provision  observes:  "The  propriety  of  this  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  has  been  scarcely  called  in  question  in 
regard  to  mattess  of  law,  but  the  clamors  have  been  loud 
against  it  as  applied  to  matters  of  fact.  Some  well-inten- 
tioned men  in  this  State,  deriving  their  notions  from  the 
language  and  forms  which  obtain  in  our  courts,  have  been 
induced  to  consider  it  as  an  implied  supersedure  of  the  trial 
by  jury  in  favor  of  the  civil  law  mode  of  trial."  And  he  then 
enters  into  an  argument  to  show  that  there  is  no  real  ground 
for  alarm  or  apprehension  on  the  subject,  and  suggests  some 
regulations  by  Congress  by  which  the  objections  would  be 
removed.  He  observes,  also,  that  it  would  have  been  im- 
practicable for  the  Convention  to  have  made  an  express  ex- 
ception of  cases  which  had  been  originally  tried  by  a  jury, 
because  in  the  courts  of  some  of  the  States  all  causes  were 
tried  in  this  mode,  and  such  exception  would  preclude  the 
revision  of  matters  of  fact,  as  well  where  it  might  be  proper 
as  where  it  might  be  improper.  He  then  suggests  that  Con- 
gress has  full  power  to  provide  that  in  appeals  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  there  should  be  no  re-examination  of  the  facts 
where  the  causes  had  been  tried  by  a  jury  according  to  the 
common  law  mode  of  proceeding.  Now,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  restrictions  upon  this  appellate  power  by  Congress, 
pointed  out  by  Mr.  Hamilton  for  the  purpose  of  quieting  the 
public  mind,  had  a  direct  reference  to  the  revision  of  the 
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judgments  of  the  State  courts  as  well  as  the  inferior  Federal, 
and  what  is  significant  oti  the  subject  is,  that  the  amend- 
ment submitted  in  the  first  session  of  Congress  hy  Mr.  Mad- 
ison adopts  the  restriction  suggested  by  Hamilton,  and 
almost  in  the  same  words.  We  will  simply  add,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  history  of  the  amendment  indicating  that  it 
was  intended  to  be  confined  to  cases  coming  up  for  revision 
from  the  inferior  Federal  courts,  but  much  is  there  found  to 
the  contrary.* 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  so  much  of  the  5th  section  of  the 
act  of  Congress,  March  8d,  1863,  entitled  ^^  An  act  relating 
to  habeas  corpus,  and  regulating  proceedings  in  certain 
cases,"  as  provides  for  the  removal  of  a  judgment  in  a  State 
court,  and  in  which  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  a  retrial  on  the  facts 
and  law,  is  not  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution,  and  is  void. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  must,  therefore,  be 
REVERSED,  the  causo  remanded  with  direction  to  dismiss  the 
writ  of  error  and  all  proceedings  under  it. 


Public  Schools  v.  Walker 

1.  The  ftct  of  Congress  of  July  27th,  1881,  relmquiahes  to  the  SUte  of  Mis- 

souri the  lots,  commons,  &c.,  reserved  for  the  use  of  schools  hy  the  act 
of  June  12tfa,  1812,  and  nothing  else. 

2.  The  act  of  1812  excluded  from  the  reservation  which  it  made,  all  lots 

rightfully  claimed  by  private  persons,  and  the  report  of  the  Board  of 
Commissioners  under  the  act  of  July  0th,  1882,  in  favor  of  such  a  claim 
and  its  confirmation  by  Congress,  is  evidence  that  it  was  rightAil. 

8.  The  fact  that  such  a  claim  was  barred  by  the  limitation  of  the  act  of  1824 
did  not  prove  that  it  was  not  a  rightful  claim,  nor  prevent  Congress 
from  removing  that  bar,  and  allowing  the  claim  to  be  proved  and  con- 
firmed. 

4.  Such  subsequent  confirmation  shows  that  the  claim  was  a  rightfUl  one, 
when  the  act  of  1812  was  passed,  and  that  the  lot  claimed  was  not  in« 
eluded  in  the  reservation  for  schools. 

*  Wetberbee  v.  Johnson,  14  Massachusetts,  412;  Patrie  «.  Murray,  48 
Barbour,  881. 
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Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri;  the  controversy 
being  one  of  those,  quite  numerous  in  this  court,  growing 
out  of  the  various  acts  of  Congi'ess  intended  to  settle  the  land 
titles  originating  in  the  lands  of  Louisiana  prior  to  its  pur- 
chase by  our  government  from  France.    The  case  was  thus : 

The  President  and  Directors  of  the  St.  Louis  Public 
Schools  brought  suit,  in  the  St.  Louis  Land  Court  of  Mis. 
souriy  against  Walker  and  another,  to  recover  certain  lauds 
situate  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis. 

The  title  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  represented  the  common 
schools  of  St.  Louis,  rested  on  two  acts  of  Congress.  The 
first  of  these  was  the  act  of  June  13th,  1812,*  the  first  sec- 
tion of  which,  after  confirming  the  common  field  lots  and 
commons  to  certain  towns  and  villages,  of  which  St.  Louis  is 
one,  directs  the  deputy  surveyor  of  the  Territory  to  survey 
and  mark  the  out-boundary  lines  of  said  several  towns  so 
as  to  include  the  out-lots,  common  field  lots,  and  commons 
thereto  respectively  belonging. 

The  second  section,  under  which  the  plaintiffs'  claim  arose, 
enacted  that : 

"  All  town  or  village  lots,  oat-lots,  or  common  field  lots,  in- 
cluded in  such  surveys,  which  are  not  rightfully  owned  or  claimed 
by  any  private  individuals,  or  held  as  commons  belonging  to  such 
towns  or  villages,  or  that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
may  not  think  proper  to  reserve  for  military  purposes,  shall  be, 
and  the  same  are  hereby,  reserved  for  the  support  of  schools  in 
the  respective  towns  or  villages  aforesaid;  provided,  that  the 
whole  quantity  of  land  contained  in  the  lots  reserved  for  the 
support  of  schools  in  any  one  town  or  village  shall  not  exceed 
one-twentieth  part  of  the  whole  lands  included  in  the  general 
survey  of  such  town  ot  village." 

The  other  act  was  that  of  July  27th,  1881. t  The  second 
section  of  this  act,  referring  to  the  section  just  cited  from 
the  act  of  1812,  declares : 

<<  That  the  United  States  do  hereby  relinquish  all  their  right, 
*  2  Stat,  at  Large,  748.  f  4  Id.  486. 
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title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  town  and  village  lota,  out-lote, 
and  common  field  lots,  in  the  State  of  Missoari,  reserved  for  the 
support  of  schools  in  the  respective  towns  and  villages  afore- 
said, by  the  second  section  of  the  above-recited  act  of  Congress, 
and  that  the  same  shall  be  sold  or  disposed  of,  or  regulated  for 
the  said  purposes,  in  such  manner  as  may  be  directed  by  the 
legislature  of  the  State." 

It  was  conceded  that,  by  the  survey  made  under  the  first 
section  of  the  act  of  1812,  the  lot  in  controveray  was  found 
to  be  within  the  out-boundary  of  the  town  of  St.  Louis  and 
its  common  field  lots,  commons,  &c.  It  was  also  admitted 
that  by  appropriate  legislation  of  the  State  the  plaintifis  have 
become  iuvested  with  such  right  as  the  State  could  give  by 
virtue  of  the  last-recited  act  of  Congress. 

The  surveyor-general  at  St.  Louis,  on  demand  of  the  plain- 
tifis, on  the  8d  June,  1861,  had  caused  this  lot  to  be  surveyed 
and  certified  to  theniy  as  a  lot  embraced  within  and  covered  by  the 
reservation  far  school  purposes^  and  on  this  survey  and  certifi- 
cate  and  the  acts  aforesaid  they  rested  their  title. 

Such  was  the  plaintifis'  case. 

The  defendant,  who  bad  been  in  possession  by  himself  and 
those  under  whom  he  claimed  from  1844  tVl  the  beginning 
of  this  suit  in  1864,  now  asserted  that  this  land  was,  at  the 
time  the  act  of  1812  was  passed,  rightfully  claimed  by  Joseph 
Brazeau,  a  "private  individual,"  and  was,  therefore,  not  re- 
linquished to  the  State  by  the  act  of  1831. 

In  support  of  this  assertion  he  showed  that,  long  before 
the  act  of  1812,  Brazeau  had  filed  with  a  board  of  commis- 
sioners, organized  under  the  act  of  1805  to  report  on  such 
cases,  his  claim  and  the  evidences  o&it  furnished  him  by 
the  colonial  authorities.  Though  this  first  board  of  com- 
missioners reported  against  the  claim  because  he  Lad  not 
proved  the  inhabitancy  and  cultivation  prior  to  1808,  which 
the  act  of  1805  required,  yet  Congress,  which  had  never 
made  the  reports  of  these  commissioners  final,  but  in  all  the 
numerous  acts  regulating  the  various  commissions  appointed 
for  this  purpose,  had  reserved  to  itself  the  power  to  confirm 
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or  reject  their  reports,  did  by  the  third  section  of  the  act  of 
1812  provide  for  a  further  hearing  ou  this  question  of  inhab- 
itancy and  cultivation.  It  also  in  every  act  on  the  subject 
reserved  from  sale  the  lands  for  which  claims  had  been  tiled 
with  the  recorder  of  land  titles,  whether  confirmed  or  not.* 

Several  changes  were  made  in  the  tribunals  authorized  to 
act  on  these  claims,  and  for  a  time  there  was  none  with  such 
authority. 

An  act  of  1824t  directed  that  individual  claims  should  be 
presented  before  a  court  of  the  United  States  within  two 
years,  and  that  unless  so  presented  they  should  be  barred. 
The  time  was  extended,  by  subsequent  act,  to  May  26th,  1829. 
Brazeau  did  not  present  his  claim  under  these  directions. 

Finally,  however,  by  an  act  of  1832,J  another  commission 
was  organized.  The  recorder  of  land  titles,  in  whose  office 
all  the  old  undetermined  cases  like  Brazeau's  still  remained 
on  file,  and  two  other  commissioners,  were  directed  by  this 
act  of  1832,  to  examine  all  those  unconfirmed  claims  in  his 
office,  and  classify  and  report  them  to  Congress.  They  were 
to  report  what  claims  would  have  been  confirmed  under 
Spanish  laws  and  usages,  and  what  were,  in  their  opinion, 
destitute  of  merit  under  that  rule.  And  while  no  new  claim 
was  to  be  admitted,  they  n;ight  raise  new  testimony  in  addi- 
tion to  that  already  on  file  in  such  cases.  This  commission 
passed  favorably  on  Brazeau's  claim,  the  necessary  proof  of 
occupancy  and  cultivation  having  been  made,  and  reported 
it  to  Congress,  and  that  body  confirmed  the  claim  by  act  of 
July  4th,  1836.§ 

The  St.  Louis  Land  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  Supreme  Court  having  affirmed,  the  case  was 
now  here  for  review. 

The  case  was  elaborately  argued  by  Messrs.  Blair  andDick^ 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error.     They  relied  largely : 

1st.  On  the  fact  that  Brazean  had  not  presented  his  claim 

*  Seo  ftct  of  1S05,  2  6|  2  SUt.  at  Large,  827;  act  of  180U,  {  5,  lb.  89-;  act 
of  1807,  S  S,  lb.  442;  act  of  1811,  {{  6  and  10,  lb.  664>5. 
t  May  26th,  4  SUt.  at  Large,  62. 
X  July  9th,  lb.  565.  {5  Id.  127. 
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as  directed  to  do  by  the  act  of  1824,  and  its  supplement; 
that  not  having  done  so  his  power  to  establish  a  right  was 
barred,  and  ended  in  1829;  that  being  then  without  any 
rightful  claim,  the  act  of  1831  vested  the  title  in  the  State 
for  the  use  of  the  schools. 

2d.  On  the  survey  made  by  the  surveyor-general  and  men- 
tioned, suprUy  p.  284,  as  part  of  the  plaintifts'  title,  and  upon 
this  declaration  made  by  this  court  in  Kessell  v.  Public  SchaolSy* 
as  to  the  legal  effect  of  such  a  document : 

"  We  are  furthermore  of  opinion,  that  the  certificate  of  the 
surveyor-general  above  set  forth,  and  which  was  accepted  by  the 
grantees,  is  record  evidence  of  title,  by  the-  recitals  in  which  the 
government  and  the  board  of  school  directors  are  mutually  bound 
and  concluded.  And  this  instrument,  declaring  that  the  land 
described  was  reserved  for  the  support  of  schools,  and  the  courts 
of  justice  having  no  power  to  revise  the  acts  of  the  surveyor- 
generul,  under  these  statutes,  it  is  not  open  to  them  to  inquire 
whether  the  lands  set  apart  were,  or  were  not,  lots  of  the  de- 
scription referred  to  in  the  statutes.  The  parties  interested 
have  agreed  that  this  was  a  school  lot,  and  here  the  matter  must 
rest,  unless  some  third  person  can  show  a  better  title." 

Messrs.  Todd,  Glover,  and  Shepley^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  if  the  lot  in  question  was  one 
of  the  class  which,  by  the  act  of  1812,  was  reserved  for  the 
support  of  schools,  that  the  title  was  vested  in  the  State  by 
the  act  of  1831,  and  by  the  State  in  the  plaintiflFs. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  lot  in  question  was  not  of  the 
class  reserved  for  support  of  schools  by  the  act  of  1812,  then 
nothing  in  the  act  of  1831  has  any  effect  upon  it,  and  who- 
ever may  be  the  true  owner,  neither  the  State  or  school  di- 
rectors acquired  any  interest  by  the  act  of  1831. 

Nothing  can  be  plainer  than  that  the  act  of  1831  was  in- 
tended to  relinquish  the  title  which  remained  in  the  United 
States  to  the  same  lots  and  lands  which  had  been  reserved 


*  18  Howard,  25. 
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for  the  support  of  schools  by  the  act  of  1812,  and  it  relin- 
quished title  to  nothing  else.  The  one  act  is  the  exact  com- 
plement of  the  other.  The  one  reserved  a  class  of  lots,  fields^ 
and  commons  for  the  support  of  schools;  the  other  relin- 
quished  to  ike  State  the  title  of  the  lands  and  lots  so  reserved 
for  the  same  purpose.  We  are  compelled,  then,  to  look  to 
the  act  of  1812  to  ascertain  precisely  what  was  reserved. 

This  presents  no  patent  ambiguity,  for  "  all  town  or  vil- 
lage lots,  out-lotB,  or  common  Held  lots,"  included  in  such 
surveys,  are  so  reserved,  with  the  exception  of  three  classes. 
These  are : 

1st.  Such  as  are  rightfully  owned  or  claimed  by  any  pri- 
vate individuals. 

2d.  Or  held  as  commons  belonging  to  such  towns  or  vil- 
lages. 

3d.  Or  that  the  President  may  think  proper  to  reserve  for 
military  purposes. 

If  the  lot  in  question  was  covered  by  either  of  these  ex- 
ceptions, then  it  was  not  reserved  by  the  act  of  1812,  and 
was  not  relinquished  to  the  State  by  the  act  of  1831. 

The  inquiry  is  still  further  narrowed  in  the  present  case 
by  the  fact  that  it  is  only  claimed  to  be  excluded  from  the 
class  reserved,  because  it  was  rightfully  claimed  by  a  private 
individual. 

It  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  the  statement  of  the  de- 
fendants' title,  that  at  the  time  the  act  of  1812  made  an  ex- 
ception of  lots  rightfully  claimed  by  private  individualH, 
Joseph  Brazeau  was  asserting  a  claim  before  the  proper  tri- 
bunal for  this  land;  that  his  claim  was  never  abandoned; 
and  that,  finally,  a  competent  tribunal,  authorized  by  Con- 
gress, decided  his  claim  to  be  a  rightful  one,  and  that  Con- 
gress, by  statute,  confirmed  this  decision. 

Unless  it  is  shown  in  some  other  way  that  Brazeau's  claim 
was  not  a  rightful  one,  we  think  the  plaintifis  have  no  title; 
for  it  is  too  clear  for  argument  that  no  land  was  relinquished 
to  the  State  by  the  act  of  1831  which  was  not  reserved  for 
schools  by  the  act  of  1812,  and  is  equally  clear  that  no  land 
rightfully  claimed  by  a  private  individual  was  so  reserved. 


288  Public  Schools  v.  Walebr.  [Sup.  Ct 

opinion  of  the  court. 

Two  propositions  are  urged  with  zeal  and  ability,  as  coun- 
teracting the  effect  of  Brazeau'a  claim,  on  the  rights  of 
plaintiffs. 

1.  It  is  said  that,  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  Congress  of 
1824,*  and  other  amendatory  acts,  his  claim  was  barred. 

The  act  of  1824  directed  that  all  such  individual  claims 
should  be  presented  before  a  court  of  the  United  States,  and 
that  unless  presented  to  the  court  within  two  years  they 
should  bo  barred ;  and  though  the  time  was  subsequently 
extended,  Bi^azeau  did  not  present  his  claim  within  it. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  between  this  time  and  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  1882  organizing  another  board,  Brazeau  had 
no  claim  which  he  could  lawfully  assert  to  this  land ;  and  it 
is  said  that  while  his  claim  was  in  this  condition,  the  act  of 
1831  vested  the  title  in  the  State  for  the  use  of  schools. 

But  as  the  act  of  1881  only  relinquished  the  title  to  lota 
reserved  by  that  of  1812,  and  as  that  reserved  none  right* 
fully  claimed  by  private  individuals,  we  must  inquire  whether 
the  fact  that  Brazeau  bad  failed  to  assert  his  claim  within  the 
time  limited  by  Congress,  proved  that  his  claim  was  not 
rightful.  For  as  a  board  of  commissioners  has  said  that  it 
was  rightful,  and  as  Congress  has  also  said  it  was,  this  propo- 
sition can  only  be  refuted  by  holding  that  his  failure  to  assert 
it  for  a  time,  and  the  declaration  of  Congress  that  he  could 
not  be  heard  to  assert  it  afterwards,  proved  that  it  was  not 
rightful. 

We  do  not  think  it  had  this  effect.  If  it  be  treated  as  a 
statute  of  limitation,  it  is  not  the  doctrine  on  which  such 
statutes  are  founded,  that  lapse  of  time  proves  the  wrong- 
fulness of  the  claim.  They  are  made  for  the  repose  of  so- 
ciety and  the  protection  of  those  who  may,  in  that  time,  have 
lost  their  means  of  defence.  It  is  a  mere  declaration  of  the 
law-making  power  to  the  plaintiff,  that  having  voluntarily 
slept  so  long  upon  his  rights,  he  shall  not  now  be  permitted 
to  assert  them,  to  the  injury  of  individuals  and  the  disturb- 
ance of  society. 

*  4  SUt.  at  Large,  62. 
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In  the  class  of  cases  before  us,  the  act  was  nothing  more 
than  the  declaration  of  the  sovereign  power,  who  at  the  same 
time  held  the  fee  of  the  land,  that  if  you  establish  your 
equitable  claim  to  the  land  within  a  certain  time,  I  will  con* 
fer  the  title;  if  you  do  not,  I  will  not  afterwards  hear  you 
assert  it.  But  it  was  competent  for  the  sovereign,  after  this 
forfeiture  had  occurred  by  laches,  to  release  it,  to  consent  to 
hear  the  claimant,  and  to  give  him  another  chance  to  prove 
the  rightfulness  of  his  claim*  And  this  is  what  Congress 
did  by  the  act  of  1882. 

It  is  a  little  remarkable  that  Congress  did  not  require  in 
this  act  that  these  parties  who  had  been  barred  by  the  former 
acts,  should  now  appear  and  renew  their  claim,  but  it  directed 
the  recorder  of  land  titles,  in  whose  office  all  the  old  cases 
like  Brazeau's-  still  remained  on  file,  and  two  other  commis^ 
sioners,  to  examine  all  those  unconfirmed  claims  and  classify 
and  report  them  to  Congress.  They  were  to  report  what 
claims  would  have  been  confirmed,  under  Spanish  laws  and 
usages,  and  what  were,  in  their  opinion,  destitute  of  merit 
under  that  rule.  And  while  no  new  claim  was  to  be  admit- 
ted, they  might  receive  new  testimony,  in  addition  to  that 
already  on  file  in  such  cases. 

It  is  vei'y  clear  that  Congress,  by  this  act,  intended  to  re- 
move the  restriction  on  the  right  to  assert  these  claims  im- 
posed by  the  act  of  1824,  so  far  as  it  concerned  ttiose  that 
had  been  filed  in  due  time  with  the  recorder.  We  can  en- 
tertain no  doubt  of  their  right  to  do  this,  and  we  do  not  see 
that  they  lost  this  right  by  a  gratuitous  relinquishment  of 
the  interest  of  the  United  States  in  lots  not  rightfully  claimed 
by  any  private  individual.  They  still  had,  as  we  think,  the 
right  to  ascertain  whether  these  old  claims,  long  known  and 
on  the  public  files,  were  rightful  claims  or  not. 

2.  It  is  said  that  the  survey  made  for  plaintifts  of  this  lot 
by  the  surveyor-general,  and  his  certificate  that  the  lot  was 
of  those  reserved  for  public  schools  by  the  act  of  1812,  is 
conclusive,  and  cannot  be  disputed. 

We  do  not  know  of  any  statute  or  of  any  rule  of  law  which 
should  give  it  this  effect.     The  survey  is  made  ex  parte  by 
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an  officer  who  has  no  control  of  the  evidences  of  claims  filed 
with  the  recorder  of  land  titles. 

Being  an  officer  of  the  government,  it  is  possible  that  this 
certificate  of  a  survey,  which  he  is  authorized  to  make,  may 
'  bind  the  United  States,  but  we  cannot  see  how  it  can  deter- 
mine, conclusively,  the  rights  of  private  persons,  which  are 
not  considered  by  him,  and  still  less  the  rightfulness  of  a 
claim  submitted  by  Congress  to  other  tribunals  for  inves- 
tigation, and  reserved  to  itself  for  final  approval  or  rejec- 
tion. 

The  case  of  Kissell  v.  PiMie  Schools^  is  very  much  relied 
on  to  establish  the  conclusiveness  of  this  certificate.  That 
was  a  contest  between  the  public  schools  and  a  person  claim- 
ing under  the  pre-emption  laws.  The  court,  in  discussing 
the  effect  of  a  certificate  of  survey  in  favor  of  the  schools, 
precisely  like  the  one  in  the  present  case,  said  that,  as  to  the 
public  schools,  they  were  bound  by  it,  and  so  was  the  gov- 
ernment. "  The  parties  interested,*'  says  the  court,  "  have 
agreed  that  this  land  was  a  school  lot,  and  here  the  matter 
must  rest,  unless  some  third  person  can  show  a  better  title." 
The  court  held,  in  that  case,  that  Kissell  did  not  show  a 
better  title,  by  a  common  entry  and  purchase  as  pre-emptor, 
because  the  land,  being  within  the  limits  of  the  town  of  St 
Louis,  was  reserved  from  sale.  The  clear  implication  here 
is,  that  'when  there  is  a  better  title,  the  certificate  of  survey 
is  not  conclusive  against  that  title. 

Judgment  aftirmbd. 


Burnett  r.  Caldwell, 

1.  Where  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  fails  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract  under  which  he  obtained  possession ,  the  vendor  is  at  liberty  to 
treat  the  contract  as  rescinded,  and  to  regain  the  possession  by  eject- 
ment. In  such  case,  in  tho  State  of  Georgia,  and  in  this  country  gen- 
eraUy,  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  notice  to  quit  before  bringing  the 
action. 
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2.  In  ejectment  brought  under  such  circumstances  an  inquiry  of  the  de- 
fendant, when  examined  as  a  witness,  what  he  gave  for  the  property, 
how  much  he  had  paid,  in  what  manner  he  had  paid,  and  whether  he 
bad  paid  a  valuable  consideratioa,  is  irrelative. 

Ekror  to  the  District  Court  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Georgia,  the  case  beiug  this  : 

In  1850,  one  Rogers  being  in  possession  of  certain  prem- 
ises for  some  years,  sold  them  to  persons  from  whom  they 
passed  to  the  Rome  Female  College.  And  this  college  exe- 
cuted a  somewhat  peculiar  deed  conveying  them  to  Cald- 
well. Caldwell  being  thus  in  possession  and  claiming  title, 
sold  them  in  January,  1864,  to  a  certain  Vliet.  Yliet  paid 
him  $4000,  and  gave  him  two  promissory  notes,  each  for 
$7000,  payable  in  the  course  of  the  year  at  dates  fixed.  Cald- 
well at  the  same  time  executed  to  Vliet  a  title  bond  in  the 
penal  sum  of  $£6,000,  reciting  the  payment  of  the  $4000  and 
the  delivery  of  the  notes,  and  conditioned  that  if  Vliet  should 
pay  the  notes  at  maturity  and  Caldwell  should  thereupon 
make  to  him  ^'  a  good  warranty  title  in  fee  simple''  for  the 
premises,  the  bond  should  be  void.  The  bond  was  silenjt  a^ 
to  the  right  of  Vliet  to  occupy  the  premises,  but  Caldwell 
put  him  in  possession.  Vliet  transferred  the  bond  and  de- 
livered possession  to  Burnett.  Nothing  having  been  paid  on 
the  notes,  and  more  than  three  years  having  expired  since 
the  maturity  of  the  one  last  payable,  Caldwell  brought  eject- 
ment against  Burnett  to  recover  possession  of  the  property. 
He  had  given  him  no  notice  to  quit. 

On  the  trial,  Burnett  the  defendant  being  on  the  stand, 
his  counsel  proposed  to  ask  him  what  he  had  given  for  the 
property,  how  much  he  had  paid  and  in  what  manner,  and 
whether  he  had  paid  a  valuable  consideration.  The  court, 
on  objection,  overruled  the  interrogatory. 

In  addition  to  this,  various  questions  were  made  before 
the  court  as  to  whether  Rogers  had  or  had  not  a  valid  title 
by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  whether  Caldvy^ell 
had  or  had  not  a  perfect  paper  title,  and  whether  the  deed 
executed  by  the  trustees  of  the  Rome  Female  College  was 
valid  or  not 
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The  conrt  (Erskine,  J.)  gave  instructions  on  all  those 
points,  but  in  addition  instructed  the  jury  that  "  if  a  pur- 
chaser failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  a  contract  under 
which  he  obtained  possession,  the  vendor  was  at  liberty  to 
treat  the  contract  as  rescinded,  and  regain  the  possession  by 
an  action  of  ejectment;  that  in  such  case  neither  a  demand  of 
possession  nor  a  notice  to  quit  was  necessary;  that  the  eject- 
ment here  was  not  brought  to  enforce  the  contract  of  sale, 
but  to  regain  possession  of  the  land  acquired  under  it." 

Verdict  and  judgment  went  for  the  plaintiff,  Caldwell; 
and  the  defendant,  Burnett,  brought  the  case  here. 

31r.  Thompson,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error ,  went  into  argument 
to  show  that  the  instructions  as  to  the  statute  of  limitations 
— as  to  Caldwell's  paper  title,  and  the  deed  executed  by  the 
trustees  of  the  Rome  Female  College — were  erroneous;  and 
particularly  to  show  that  the  instructions  above  quoted,  as  to 
the  right  to  bring  ejectment  and  this  without  notice,  were  so. 

M7\  J.  H.  Brown  submiUed  an  able  brief  contra,  along  with  a 
MS.  report  of  a  late  case,  McHan  v.  Slansel,  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Georgia,  deciding  that,  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
ejectment  might  be  brought  without  any  notice  to  quit. 

Mr.  Justice  SWAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Georgia.  The  suit  was 
an  action  of  ejectment,  prosecuted  by  the  defendant  in  error 
to  recover  possession  of  the  premises  described  in  his  decla- 
ration. The  view  which  we  take  of  the  case  renders  it 
unnecessary  to  consider  several  of  the  exceptions  which  are 
found  in  the  record.  The  facts  as  they  appear,  and  which 
are  undisputed,  are  as  follows: 

Caldwell  was  in  possession,  claiming  title.  On  the  26th 
of  January,  1864,  he  sold  to  Yliet,  who  paid  him  $4000,  and 
executed  to  him  two  promissory  notes,  each  for  $7000,  pay- 
able, respectively,  on  the  Ist  of  April  and  the  1st  of  July 
following,  with  interest  from  date.  Caldwell  at  the  same 
time  executed  to  Vliet  a  title  bond  in  the  penal  sum  of 
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$36,000.  It  recited  the  payment  of  the  $4000  and  the  exe- 
cution of  the  notes,  and  was  conditioned  that  if  Yiiet  should 
pay  the  notes  at  maturity,  and  Caldwell  should  thereupon 
make  to  him  ^'a  good  warranty  title  in  fee  simple"  for  the 
premises,  the  bond  should  be  void.  The  bond  was  silent  as 
to  the  right  of  Vliet  to  occupy  the  premises,  but  Caldwell 
pot  him  in  possession.  Vliet  transferred  the  bond  and  de> 
livered  possession  to  Burnett.  Nothing  having  been  paid 
on  the.  notes,  and  more  than  three  years  having  expired 
since  the  maturity  of  the  one  last  payable,  Caldwell  insti- 
tuted this  suit  to  oust  Burnett  and  recover  back  possession 
of  the  property. 

The  legal  principles  which  must  govern  the  determination 
of  the  case  are  all  well  settled.  If  the  contract  in  such  cases 
be  silent  as  to  possession  by  the  vendee,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
it*  If  the  contract  stipulates  for  possession  by  the  vendee, 
or  the  vendor  puts  him  in  possession,  he  holds  as  a  licensee. 
The  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  does  not  subsist  between 
the  parties.  The  characteristic  feature  of  that  relation  is 
wanting.  The  vendee  pays  nothing  for  the  enjoyment  of 
the  property.  The  case  comes  within  the  category  of  a 
licenscf  In  such  cases  the  vendee  cannot  dispute  the  title 
of  the  vendor  any  more  than  the  lessee  can  question  the  title 
of  his  lessor.^  The  assignee  of  the  vendee  is  as  much  bound 
by  the  estoppel  as  the  vendee  himself.§  Upon  default  in 
payment  of  any  instalment  of  the  purchase-money,  the  pos- 
session becomes  tortious,  and  the  vendor  may  at  once  bring 
ejectment.||  Ejectment  may  sometimes  be  maintained  when 
covenant  for  the  purchase-money  could  not.^ 

*  Saffern  v.  Townsend,  9  Johnson,  85.;  Erwin  v.  Olmsted,  7  Gowen,  229. 

t  Co.  Litt.  62,  b;  Hamford  v,  Whitney,  16  Wendell,  880;  Dolittle  «. 
Bddy,  7  Barbour,  8.  G.  78;  Watkins  v.  Holman,  16  Peters,  64;  Blight's 
Lessee  v.  Rochester,  7  Wheaton,  686. 

}  Whiteside  V.  Jackson,  1  Wendell,  418;  Jackson  v,  Moncrief,  6  Id.  26; 
Jackson  v.  Stewart,  6  Johnson,  84;  Hamilton  v.  Taylor,  Little's  Select 
Gases,  444. 

{  Jackson  v  Walker,  7  Gowen,  687. 

II  1  Wendell,  418 ;  6  Id.  26 ;  7  Gowen,  687,  cited  $upra. 

\  Wright  V.  Moore,  21  Wendell,  280. 
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In  England  it  is  necessary  to  give. notice  to  qait  before 
bringing  ejectment.*  In  this  country,  generally,  the  rule  is 
otherwise.f  In  the  case  before  as,  the  question  must  be 
decided  according  to  the  local  law  of  Georgia.  The  author- 
ities upon  the  subject,  cited  in  the  brief  for  the  defendant 
in  error,  and  especially  the  manuscript  case  of  MeHan  v. 
SUmsely  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State,  at  the 
June  Term,  1869,  and  not  yet  reported,  establish  the  propo- 
sition that  such  notice  in  this  case  was  not  necessary. 

The  plaintiff's  lessor  was  clearly  entitled  to  recover  upon 
these  grounds.  This  renders  it  immaterial  whether  Rogers 
had  or  had  not  a  valid  title  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations, whether  Caldwell  had  or  had  not  a  valid  title  under 
the  same  statute,  or  a  perfect  paper  title,  and  whether  the 
deed  executed  by  the  trustees  of  the  Rome  Female  College 
was  valid  or  not.  Resolving  all  these  questions  in  the  nega- 
tive, the  right  of  the  plaintiff's  lessor  to  recover  was  not 
affected.  The  instructions  relating  to  these  subjects  may, 
therefore,  be  laid  out  of  view.  In  any  just  view  of  the  sub- 
ject they  could  have  worked  no  injury  to  the  plaintiff  in 
error. 

The  testimony  offered  as  to  the  amount  paid  by  Burnett 
to  Vliet  for  the  property  was  irrelevant,  and  was  properly 
excluded. 

In  Marlin  v.  WWinkyX  where  the  leading  facts  were  sub- 
stantially identical  with  those  upon  which  the  questions 
before  us  have  arisen.  Judge  Duncan  said:  ^^This  is  the 
plainest  case  in  the  world."  Ejectment  was  held  to  have 
been  properly  brought  by  the  vendor,  and  a  judgment  in  his 
favor  was  sustained.  Whatever  relief  the  plaintiff  in  error 
may  be  entitled  to  must  be  sought  in  equity.  lie  can  have 
none  at  law. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


«  Right  V.  Beard,  18  East,  210;  Doe  v.  Jackson,  1  fiarnewall  A  Oress- 
well,.448. 
t  7  Cowen,  68;  7  Barbour,  S.  O.  74,  cited  tupra, 
I  7  Sergeant  &  Rawle,  297. 


Dec.  1869.]  Lobrano  v.  Nbluqan.  295 

Stotement  of  the  case. 


LOBRANO  V.   NbLLIGAN. 

AlthoQgh  by  the  general  law  of  Louisiana  a  father's  guardianslup  of  hii 
minor  children  imports  a  mortgage  on  his  immovable  property  in  their 
favor,  yet  this  mortgage  does  not  make  such  a  contraot  between  the 
guardian  to  the  minor  as  that  the  legislature  may  not,  by  special  statute, 
authorize  the  father  to  sell  his  property  divested  of  the  tacit  mortgage, 
especially  where  the  proceeds  are  still  preserved  to  the  minors  by  an 
investment  which  the  statute  prescribes. 

In  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana;  the  case 
beiug  thus: 

By  the  civil  code  of  Louisiana  the  father  is  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  estate  of  his  minor  children,  and  does  not,  as 
in  communities  where  the  common  law  prevails,  give  per- 
sonal security  for  the  fidelity  of  his  administration,  but  his 
immovable  property  is  tacitly  mortgaged  in  favor  of  the 
minor  from  the  day  of  his  appointment,  as  security  for  his 
administration,  and  for  the  responsibility  resulting  from  it. 

In  this  condition  of  the  general  law  on  the  subject,  the 
legislature  empowered  James  Bobb,  of  New  Orleans,  to  sell 
his  real  estate  under  certain  conditions,  and  directed  so  much 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  as  should  be  coming  to  his  chil- 
dren to  be  invested  for  their  benefit,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Probate  Court,  in  certain  species  of  securities,  which 
could  not  be  assigned  or  transferred  until  the  termination 
of  the  administration.  Power  was  given  to  the  court  to 
discharge  the  mortgage  to  the  children,  on  compliance  with 
the  conditions  imposed  in  the  act.  And  the  court  having  so 
discharged  the  mortgage  to  the  children,  Bobb  sold  the 
property  to  one  Nelligan.  Kelligan  in  turn  sold  it  to  one 
Lobrano.  Lobrano,  however,  refused  to  complete  the  pur* 
chase,  assigning  as  a  cause  that  the  property  was  subject  to 
a  legal  mortgage  in.  favor  of  the  minor  children,  and  that 
the  act  of  the  legislature  by  virtue  of  which  it  was  pretended 
that  the  mortgage  was  raised  and  cancelled,  impaired  the 
obligation  of  a  contract,  and  was,  therefore,  unconstitutional 
and  void.    Suit  being  brought  by  Nelligan  against  Lobrano 
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for  the  purchase-money,  and  the  plea  of  unconetitutionality 
being  set  up,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana  held  that  the 
statute  impaired  no  contract  and  was  valid.  Lobrano  then 
broug]^t  the  cbab  here. 

Mr.  Durantyfor  the  plaintiff  in  error: 

By  the  law  of  Louisiana  guardianship  imports  a  mortgage 
on  the  property  of  the  guardian  in  favor  of  the  minor.  The 
guardian  and  the  minor  stand  then  in  relation  to  one  an- 
other as  parties  to  a  contract.  And  the  contract  is  not  the 
less  a  contract  because  the  obligation  is  incurred  by  the 
obligor  (the  guardian)  without  any  express  agreement  on  the 
part  of  the  obligee  (the  minor).  The  act  of  the  legislature 
of  Louisiana  impaired  this  obligation  by  relieving  the  prop- 
erty of  Robb  from  the  mortgage,  and  leaving  the  minors 
without  security. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Horner^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  is  contended  that  the  statute  authorizing  Hobb  to  sell 
is  invalid,  because  it  impaired  the  obligation  of  a  contract; 
but  we  think  this  a  mistaken  view  of  the  subject.  It  is 
cerUin  there  was  no  contract  to  violate,  which  the  parties 
themselves  had  any  hand  in  making,  and  the  inquiry  arises 
whether  the  law  has  made  one  for  them  which  has  been 
impaired  by  this  statute.  It  will  not  be  questioned  that  the 
legislature  possesses  the  power  to  determine  by  law  the 
manner  in  which  the  estates  of  infants  shall  be  preserved, 
and  to  say  what  kind  of  security  shall  be  given  by  those  who 
are  intrusted  with  their  management,  and,  if  so,  as  a  neces- 
sary consequence,  it  has  the  power  of  altering  the  law  on 
the  subject,  whenever  in  its  judgment  the  interest  of  the 
minors  or  the  public  good  requires  that  it  should  be  done. 

In  most  of  the  States  of  the  Union  the  guardian  of  the 
property  of  a  minor  gives  bond,  with  personal  securities,  for 
his  faithful  conduct ;  but  in  Louisiana,  in  case  the  father 
occupies  that  relation,  a  different  security  has  been  provided, 
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for  his  entire  real  estate  is  bound  for  the  proper  discbarge 
of  his  trust.  The  security  is  called  a  tacit  mortgage,  which 
is  nothing  more  than  a  regulation  by  law,  to  assure  the 
property  of  the  minor  in  the  custody  of  the  parent  against 
loss.  The  legislature  thought  proper  to  adopt  this  measure 
of  protection  as  a  general  policy  on  the  subject  to  which  it 
relates,  and  as  there  is  no  constitutional  restraint  on  its  action 
in  this  regard,  it  <^an  change  or  modify  this  policy  whenever 
it  thinks  proper  to  do  so.  And  it  has  so  far  modified  it, 
that  the  natural  tutor  of  his  minor  child  can  at  any  time 
remove  the  general  lien  on  his  real  estate,  by  executing  a 
mortgage  on  a  specific  part  of  it,  which  he  is  at  liberty  to 
change  to  other  property.  This  course  of  proceeding,  au- 
thorized as  early  as  1830,  must  have  been  generally  adopted, 
and  although  the  security  for  the  minor  is  actually  lessened 
by  it,  as  a  part  is  taken  in  pledge  where  the  whole  was  pre- 
viously bound,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  constitutionality 
of  the  statute  has  ever  been  questioned.  The  wisdom  of  the 
measure  is  apparent,  for  the  public  good  requires  that  the 
power  to  alienate  real  estate  should  be  restricted  as  little  as 
possible,  and  this  consideration  doubtless  induced  the  legis- 
lature to  depart  from  its  original  policy,  which  made  the 
transfer  of  real  estate,  when  owned  by  a  parent  whose  minor 
children  had  property,  very  difficult 

The  principle  which  allows  a  change  of  security  at  all, 
necessarily  leaves  the  legislative  power  over  the  whole  sub- 
ject unabridged,  and  there  is  no  right  of  complaint,  if  the 
legislature,  in  varying  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  security, 
takes  care  that  the  property  is  preserved. 

A  contrary  doctrine,  if  carried  to  its  legitimate  conclusion, 
would  seriously  interfere  with  the  ability  of  the  legislature 
to  perform  one  of  its  most  important  duties.  Charged  as  it 
is  with  the  duty  of  preserving  the  estate  of  the  minor,  it 
could  not  change  the  character  of  the  security,  which  it  had 
at  one  period  accepted  as  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  although 
It  should  turn  out  to  be  wholly  inadequate  to  accomplish  the 
object  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  the  legislature  will  lessen 
the  security,  except  for  good  cause,  nor  jeopard  by  its  course 
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of  action  the  estate  of  the  miDor,  but,  should  sach  be  the 
case,  the  corrective  cannot  be  applied  by  this  court. 

By  the  statute  in  question,  which  was  intended  to  benefit 
the  minor  children  of  Bobb,  and  was  an  indirect  mode  of 
investing  their  means,  under  legislative  direction,  a  change 
of  security  has  been  effected,  and  nothing  more,  and  we 
cannot  see  how  these  minors,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the 
terra,  have  been  divested  of  any  right  in  consequence  of  this 
change.  Be  this  as  it  may,  the  legislature  never  contracted 
with  them,  or  with  any  one  in  their  behalf,  not  to  use  its 
power  in  this  regard,  and  there  being  no  contract  to  violate, 
there  is  no  question  in  this  case  which  this  court  can  review. 

JUDOMBNr  affirmbd. 


Thb  Segrbtart  v.  MgGarrahak. 

1.  The  Commisflioiier  of  the  Land  Office  cannot  properly  grant  a  patent 

under  the  7th  section  of  the  tifii  of  July,  18S6,  '*  to  quiet  land  titles  in 
California/'  unless  the  purchaser  bring  himself  by  affirmative  proo& 
within  the  terms  of  the  section. 

2.  The  granting  of  a  patent  for  lands  in  cases  where  proofs,  hearing,  and  de- 

cision are  required,  and  where  the  exercise  of  judgment  and  discretion 
is  thus  necessary,  is  not  a  matter  wherein  the  action  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  is  subject  to  re-ezamination  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District. 

8.  A  judgment  in  mandamus  ordering  the  performance  of  an  official  duty 
against  an  officer,  as  if  yet  in  office,  when  in  fact  be  had  gone  out  after 
service  of  the  writ,  and  before  the  judgment  is  void.  Such  a  Judgment 
cannot  be  executed  against  his  successor. 

4.  Mandamus  to  compel  either  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  issue  a  patent,  cannot  be  sustained 
under  statutes  as  now  existing. 

Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

On  the  8d  of  December,  1868,  one  McGarrahan,  the  al* 
leged  purchaser  of  the  claim  of  a  certain  Gomez,  to  a  tract 
of  land  in  California,  known  as  the  Panoche  Orandey  filed  a 
petition  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
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praying  that  a  writ  of  tnandamus  might  be  ieeaed,  command- 
ing the  Hon.  0.  H.  Browning,  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to 
iaeue,  or  cause  to  be  issued,  to  him,  MeGarrahan,  a  patent 
for  the  land  alleged  to  be  embraced  by  that  claim. 

The  claim  of  Gomez  to  this  land  had  been  decided  in 
this  court  to  be  signally  fraudulent  and  void.*  The  right  of 
MeGarrahan  to  demand  and  receive  such  a  patent  as  he 
asked  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  to  order,  was  placed 
in  his  petition  upon  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  28d, 
1866,  entitled  ^^  An  act  to  quiet  land  titles  in  California."t 

"  Section  7.  That  where  persons,  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  have  purchased  lands  of  Mexican  grantees  or  as- 
signs, which  grants  have  subsequently  been  rejected,  or  where 
the  lands  so  purchased  have  been  excluded  from  the  final  survey 
of  any  Mexican  grant,  and  have  used,  improved,  and  continued  in 
the  actual  possession  of  the  same,  according  to  the  lines  of  their 
original  purchase,  and  where  no  adverse  right  or  title  (except  of 
the  United  States)  exists,  such  purchaser  may  purchase  the 
same,  after  having  such  land  surveyed  under  existing  laws,  at 
the  minimum  price  established  by  law,  upon  first  making  proof 
of  the  facts  required  in  this  section,  under  regulations  to  be  pro- 
vided by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  &c. :  Provided, 
that  the  right  to  purchase  herein  given  shall  not  extend  to  lands  con- 
taining mines  of  gold,  silver,  copper,  or  cinnabar*^ 

A  subsequent  act  disposes,  in  a  different  way,  of  lands  con- 
taining mines  of  gold,  silver,  copper,  or  cinnabar. 

The  petition  of  MeGarrahan,  not  averring  that  proof  of 
the  facts  had  been  made  under  the  regulations  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  without  averring 
that  the  lands  in  question  were  not  mineral  lands,  containing 
mines,  &c.,  alleged  simply  that  the  facts  stated  in  his  appli- 
cation were  proved,  by  the  relator,  to  Mr.  Browning,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  that  he  had  found,  from  the 
proofs,  that  the  relator,  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, purchased  the  lands  from  Gomez.    Upon  the 

•  28  Howard,  820 ;  1  WaUace,  698 ;  8  Id.  762.    f  ^^  Stat,  at  Large,  220. 
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sbowiDg  made  in  this  petition,  the  Supreme  Court  of  this 
District,  without  uotice  to  Mr.  Browning,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  ordered,  on  the  7th  of  December,  a  rule  to  issue, 
commanding  him  to  show  cause,  on  the  3d  Monday  of  Jan- 
uary, 1869,  before  the  court  sitting  in  general  term,  why  the 
writ  of  mandamus  prayed  for  should  not  issue.  On  the  26th 
of  January,  Mr.  Browning  Hied  a  return,  in  the  nature  of  a 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  submitting  that  the 
court  had  not  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  case, 
and  could  not  grant  the  writ  prayed  for  : 

1st.  Because  the  subject-matter  was  of  purely  executive 
cognizance,  resting  in  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  execu- 
tive officers,  in  the  ordinary  discharge  of  their  official  duties. 

2d.  Because  the  subject-matter  was  one  in  which  judg- 
fnent  and  discretion  were  to  be  exercised ;  and 

3d.  Because  the  issuing  of  patents  for  lands  was,  by  statute, 
the  duty  of  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

On  the  8th  of  July  a  writ  of  mandamus  was  issued,  di- 
rected to  Mr.  Browning,  or  to  his  successor  in  officCy  com- 
manding him  to  convey  to  McOarrahan  the  land  in  question. 
Four  months  before,  Mr.  Browning  had  retired  from  the 
office  of  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  had  been  succeeded 
by  the  now  present  incumbent,  the  Hon.  J.  D.  Cox.  And 
on  the  same  day,  the  8th  of  July,  this  writ  was  served  upon 
Mr.  Cox,  as  one  of  the  parties  named  in  the  alternative  judg- 
ment Ko  proceedings  of  any  kind  were  taken  upon  the 
retirement  of  Mr.  Browning,  to  revive  the  suit  against  his 
successor,  Mr.  Cox,  or  to  make  him  a  party,  and  no  notice 
of  the  pendency  of  the  case  was  given  to  him  by  the  relator 
'  or  by  the  court,  or  any  requirement  made  of  him  to  answer 
the  application  on  its  merits. 

Mr.  Hoar  J  Attomey-Generalj  and  Mr.  Ashton^  special  counsel^ 
for  the  Secretary : 

The  case  presented  by  the  record,  is : 

Ist.  A  peremptory  mandamus  issued  against  the  head  of 
a  department,  in  a  suit  instituted  against  his  predecessor, 
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to  which  the  incambent  had  never  been  made,  or  become,  a 
party. 

2d.  A  peremptory  mandamus  awarded  against  the  head 
of  a  department,  in  a  case  arising  under  laws  which  it  is  his 
duty  to  administer  and  execute,  upon  an  ex  parte  statement 
of  a  claimant  before  his  department,  without  any  exhibition, 
on  the  part  of  the  government  he  represents,  of  the  truth  of 
the  matter  in  controversy,  and  without  any  Opportunity  being 
afibrded  by  the  court  for  such  exhibition  of  the  matter  thus 
sought  to  be  subjected  to  judicial  determination;  and 

3d.  A  judicial  order  to  the  head  of  a  department  to  issue 
a  patent  for  lands,  which  the  facts  officially  known  to  him 
might  show  to  be  lands  that  Congress  had  expressly  excepted 
from  the  grant  made  in  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  July 
23d,  1866,  under  which  the  relator  claimed. 

No  instance  of  judicial  usurpation  of  authority,  so  palpa- 
ble, has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  this  court. 

In  Gaines  v.  Thomps(m.y^  Miller,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  took  occasion  to  review  the  previous  adjudica- 
tions upon  this  subject,  and  to  expound,  in  terms  even  clearer 
than  had  been  before  employed,  the  doctrine  they  all  enun- 
ciate, that  ^^  an  officer  to  whom  public  duties  are  confided  by 
law  is  not  subject  to  the  control  of  the  courts  in  the  exercise 
of  the  judgment  and  discretion  which  the  law  reposes  in  him 
as  part  of  his  official  functions." 

The  reports  of  the  decisions  of  this  court  contain  eight 
cases  in  all,  in  which  heads  of  departments  and  other  execu- 
tive officers  were  sought  to  be  controlled  by  this  preroga- 
tive writ  of  mandamus;  but  in  only  onef  was  the  attempted 
control  sanctioned  by  this  court.  These  cases  came  up  from 
the  district.^  In  two  of  them  only,  the  court  below  issued 
writs  of  rnandamus.  In  the  first,  this  court  affirmed  the 
judgment;  and  in  the  others  it  reversed  the  decision  of 
the  court  below.  Of  these  eight  cases,  one  was  against  the 
Postmaster-General;!   two  were  against  the  Secretary  of 

*  7  Wallace,  852.  f  Kendall  v.  United  States,  12  Peters,  61S. 

X  lb.,  ntpra;  Commissioner  of  Patents  v.  Wfaitelej,  4  Wallace,  522. 
{  Kendall's  Case,  ntpra. 


802  The  Secrrtart  v,  McQarrahak.       [Sup.  Ct 

Argument  against  the  mandamus. 

the  Treasury;*  two  against  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy;t  one 
against  the  Public  Printer  ;|  one  against  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents  ;§  and  one  against  the  Commissioner  of  the  Land 
Office.ll 

In  all  of  these  cases  the  doctrine  is  enforced,  as  a  funda- 
mental principle  of  our  political  system,  that  the  Judiciary 
is  forbidden  to  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  executive  dis- 
cretion ;  or,  as  the  court  expresses  it,T[  the  writ  of  mandamus 
lies  only  where  there  is  a  refusal  to  perform  a  ministerial 
act  involving  no  exercise  of  judgment  or  discretion. 

2.  It  is  indisputable  that  the  duty  imposed  upon  the  execu- 
tive officers  who  may  be  charged  with  the  execution  of  the 
statute,  under  which  the  relator  claims,  is  not  ministerial  in 
its  character,  within  the  meaning  of  these  authorities,  but 
is  in  the  highest  degree  executive^  as  that  term  is  defined  in 
Mississippi  V.  Johnson."^* 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  The  Commissioner  of  the  Land 
Office^tf  where  the  application  was  for  a  mandamus  to  compel 
the  issuing  of  a  patent.  Nelson,  J.,  said,  the  case  '<  calls  for 
the  exercise  of  the  judicial  functions  of  the  officer,  and  these 
of  no  ordinary  character.  The  duty  is  not  merely  ministe- 
rial, but  involves  judgment  and  discretion,  which  cannot  be 
controlled  by  this  court." 

The  right  of  pre-emption  given  to  the  assignees  of  rejected 
Mexican  grants  plainly  depends  upon  a  variety  of  facts  and 
conditions,  which  must  be  established  to  the  satisfaction  of 
and  according  to  the  rules  provided  by  the  Commissioner 
of  the  Land  Office;  whether  they  purchased  in  good  faith, 
and  for  valuable  consideration ;  whether  they  have  used,  im- 
proved, and  continued  in  the  possession  of  the  land  in  the 

♦  Reesider.  Walker,  11  Howard,  272;  United  States  v,  Guthrie,  17  Id. 
284. 
f  Decatur  v,  Paulding,  14  Peters,  497 ;  Braahear  v.  Haaon,  6  Howard,  92. 

I  United  States  v.  Seaman,  17  Howard,  230. 
J  Commissioner  v.  Whiteley,  4  Wallace,  622. 

II  United  States  v.  Commissioner,  5  Id.  668. 

^  Commissioner  of  Patents  v.  Whiteley,  4  Id.  622.  **  4  Id.  498. 

-ft  6  Wallace,  668;  and  see  United  States  v.  Seaman,  17  Howard,  280; 
Gaines  v.  Thompson,  7  Wallace,  868. 
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manner  prescribed  by  the  statute ;  whether  any  valid  adverse 
title  or  right  exists;  whether  the  land  has  been  properly  sur- 
veyed ;  whether  the  facts  have  been  proved*"  under  the  regu- 
lations of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office;" 
whether  the  lands  are  within  the  excepted  locality;  and, 
finally,  whether  the  lands  contain  mines  of  gold,  silver,  cop- 
per, or  cinnabar. 

8.  Mr.  Browning's  return  was  intended  to  raise  a  simple 
question  of  jurisdiction  upon  the  face  of  the  act  of  July  23d, 
1866.  The  facts  of  the  case  of  the  relator  were  not  disclosed. 
Upon  that  return  the  court  awarded  a  peremptory  manda- 
mus— a  final  judgment  upon  a  plea  in  abatement  The  court, 
without  being  informed,  or  requiring  or  desiring  informa- 
tion, as  to  the  actual  situation  of  the  land,  assumed  not  only 
that  the  facts  were  as  the  statute  required,  in  order  to  give 
a  right  under  it,  but  that  upon  those  facts  nothing  was  left 
to  the  judgment  of  the  Land  Department,  and  a  mere  min- 
isterial duty  devolved  upon  it  to  issue  a  patent  to  the  re- 
lator. It  is  plain  that  such  a  judgment  is  without  warrant 
of  law,  and  void. 

4.  Great  as  was  the  error  of  the  court  below  in  rendering 
a  final  judgment  in  this  proceeding  as  against  the  defend- 
ant, Mr.  Browning,  its  error  in  rendering  such  a  judgment 
against  his  successor,  Mr.  Cox,  was  still  more  flagrant. 

The  imperative  rule  of  the  law  of  mandamus  is  that,*  pre- 
viously to  the  making  of  the  application  to  the  court  for  a 
writ  to  command  the  performance  of  any  particular  act,  an 
express  and  distinct  demand  or  request  to  perform  it  must 
have  been  made  by  the  prosecutor  to  the  defendant^  who 
must  have  refused  to  comply  with  such  demand,  either  in 
direct  terms  or  by  conduct  from  which  a  refusal  can  be  con- 
clusively implied.* 

In  addition,  the  doctrine  of  this  court  has  limited  the 
power  of  the  courts  to  issue  this  writ,  to  cases  of  acts  re- 
quired by  law  of  the  individual  rather  than  of  the  officer — a 
doctrine  explained  by  the  court  in  United  States  v.  Guthrie^ 
and  in  KendaWs  Case. 

*  Tupping  on  Mandamus,  2Sd. 
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It  might  well  be  in  any  case,  that  while  a  particular  in- 
cumbent had  refused  to  perform  an  act  required  by  law,  his 
successor  would  not  refuse,  upon  proper  demand  being 
made.  The  law,  therefore,  entitles  the  successor  to  the  same 
opportunity  to  comply  or  refuse,  as  was  given  to  the  incum- 
bent against  whom  the  suit  is  brought. 

5.  This  court  has,  in  effect,  determined  that  the  duty  and 
power  of  issuing  patents  does  not  devolve  upon  the  Land 
Department,  or  upon  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  who  is 
vested  with  supervisory  and  appellate  authority  over  that 
department,  in  such  a  sense  as  to  render  the  Commissioner 
of  the  Land  Office,  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  liable 
in  any  case  to  be  proceeded  against  in  this  form  of  action. 
In  United  States  v.  Commissioner  of  Land  Office*  Nelson,  J., 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  took  occasion  to  say, 
that  "  patents  are  to  be  signed  by  the  President  in  person,  or 
in  his  name  by  a  secretary  under  his  direction,  and  counter- 
signed by  the  Recorder  of  the  General  Land  Office."t 

Mr.  Merrimanj  contra : 

The  petition  sets  forth  the  facts  entitling  the  relator  to  a 
patent  for  the  land  claimed,  and  that  these  facts  had  been 
proven  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior; 
that  those  facts  had  been  determined  by  him,  but  that  the 
secretary  refused  to  issue  the  patent  without  any  just  cause. 
This  was  not  denied  by  the  secretary,  but  he  simply  inter- 
posed a  denial  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  the  matter. 

Was  the  denial  well  founded  ?  The  General  Laud  Office 
is  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
its  officers  are  subject  to  the  directions  of  the  secretary  of 
that  department.  It  is  his  duty  to  see  that  they  perform 
their  duties.  It  is  their  duty  to  issue  patents  for  lands  to 
persons  by  law  entitled  to  them.  To  one  officer  is  delegated 
the  duty  of  engrossing,  recording,  certifying,  and  affixing 

*  Act  March  2d,  1S88,  4  Stat,  at  Large,  668;  Act  March  8d,  1841,  6  Id. 
417. 
t  6  WaUace,  568. 
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the  seal  of  the  Land  Office,  and  issuing  such  patents;  to 
another  the  duty  of  signing  the  name  of  the  President 

The  entire  duties  of  issuing  patents  are  performed  by  cer< 
tain  specified  officers*  The  President  is  required  to  perform 
DO  personal  act  in  the  matter,  and  indeed  the  same  language 
of  the  statute  is  used  in  reference  to  the  commissioner  as  to 
the  secretary  for  signing  patent^,  each  to  act  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  President  of  the  United  States.  The  rule 
being  held  that  the  commissioner  is  subject  to  the  super- 
vision of  the  head  of  the  department,  the  same  reason  will 
apply  to  the  application  of  the  rule  to  the  subordinate  and 
strictly  ministerial  officer  who  affixes  the  signature  to  the 
patent. 

In  this  case  the  secretary,  instead  of  directing  his  subor- 
dinates to  perform  the  duty  of  issuing  the  patents  to  which 
the  relator  is  entitled  by  law,  refuses  entirely  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Justice  CLEFFORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Land  grants  purchased  of  Mexican  grantees  or  their  as- 
signs, in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  where 
such  grants  have  subsequently  been  rejected  or  where  the 
lands  so  purchased  have  been  excluded  from  the  final  survey 
of  the  grant,  may  be  purchased  of  the  United  States  by  such 
prior  purchasers,  after  the  same  are  surveyed  under  existing 
laws,  at  the  minimum  price  established  by  law,  in  cases 
where  there  is  ho  valid  adverse  private  right  or  title;  and 
where  such  prior  purchasers  have  used,  improved,  and  con- 
tinued in  the  actual  possession  of  the  premises  according  to 
the  tenor  of  their  original  purchase,  they  first  making  proof 
of  those  facts  as  required  in  the  seventh  section  of  the  act  to 
quiet  the  title  to  such  grants,  under  regulations  to  be  pre- 
scribed by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Laud  Office,  as 
provided  in  the  same  section  of  that  act.* 

Annexed  to  that  right,  however,  are  three  other  condi- 
tions, one  of  which  it  becomes  important  to  notice.  They 
are  in  the  form  of  provisos,  and  the  one  to  be  noticed  is  that 
the  right  to  purchase,  as  given  in  the  body  of  the  section, 

*  14  Stot.  at  Large,  220. 
TOL.  rz.  20 
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*^  shall  not  extend  to  lands  containing  mines  of  gold,  silver, 
copper,  or  cinnabar." 

By  the  record  it  appears  that  the  relator,  on  the  fifth  of 
October,  1858,  addressed  a  communication  to  O.  H.  Brown- 
ing, Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  which  he  represented  that 
he,  the  relator,  on  the  twenty-second  of  December,  1867, 
purchased  of  Vincente  P.  Gomez  the  rancho  situated  in 
California  and  known  as  Panoche  Grande,  and  that  the 
claim  to  the  same  had  since  been  rejected  by  the  decree 
of  the  Supreme  Court  reversing  the  decree  of  the  I>istri<2t 
Court  confirming  the  claim,  and  prayed  that  he,  by  virtue 
of  the  provision  contained  in  the  seventh  section  of  that  act, 
might  be  allowed  to  purchase  the  same  of  the  United  States, 
supporting  bis  alleged  right  to  do  so  by  the  following  repre- 
sentations : 

That  the  land  embraced  in  the  claim  was  a  Mexican  grant; 
that  he  purchased  it  of  the  original  donee  in  good  faith  and 
for  a  valuable  consideration;  that  the  lan(},  since  the  claim 
,wa8  rejected,  has  been  regularly  surveyed  under  existiiig 
laws;  that  there  is  no  valid  adverse  private  right  or  title  to 
the  same,  and  that  he  has  continued  in  the  actual  possession 
of  the  tract  since  the  claim  was  rejected,  as  required  by  law; 
but  he  did  not  allege  that  the  land  did  not  contain  mines  of 
gold,  silver,  copper,  or  cinnabar,  nor  did  he  offer  any  other 
proof  of  the  facts  set  forth  than  what  is  contained  in  the  ex- 
hibits annexed  to  the  communication. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  that  paper,  to  wit,  on  the  fourteenth 
of  August  preceding,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  addressed 
an  oflicial  letter  upon  the  subject  to  the  Commissioner  of  the 
•General  Land  Ofiice,  in  which  he  adverted  to  the  fact  that  a 
bill  was  pending  in  the  Senate  relating  to  the  claim,  and 
stated  that  in  his  judgment  it  would  be  highly  improper  for 
the  department  to  do  anything  to  affect  the  title  to  the  land 
until  Congress  should  dispose  of  the  claim.  Pursuant  to 
that  view  he,  at  the  same  time,  directed  the  commissioner  to 
instruct  the  local  officers  to  suspend  action  in  all  such  cases 
until  they  should  receive  further  orders.  Correspondence 
ensued  between  the  secretary  and  the  counsel  of  the  relator, 
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but  the  secretary,  on  the  twenty-eighth  of  November  follow- 
ing, informed  the  counsel  that  he  adhered  to  the  views  ex- 
pressed in  the  directions  which  he  gave  to  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  OiBce. 

Dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  the  secretary,  the  relator, 
on  the  third  of  December,  of  the  same  year,  presented  a  peti- 
tion to  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  district,  in  which  he  prayed 
that  a  mandamus  might  issue  directing  ^'  0.  H.  Browning, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,"  to  issue  or  cause  to  be  issued  a 
patent  for  the  land  described  in  the  petition,  and  for  such 
other  or  further  relief  as  may  seem  meet  and  proper.  Ser- 
vice was  duly  made,  and  on  the  eighth  of  the  same  month  a 
rule  was  issued  commanding  the  secretary  to  show  cause,  on 
the  third  Monday  of  January  following,  why  the  writ  of 
mandamus  should  not  be  issued  as  prayed  in  the  petition. 
He  appeared,  as  commanded,  and  pleaded  that  the  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  writ,  for  the  following  reasons: 
(1.)  Because  the  subject-matter  of  the  petition  is  purely  of 
executive  cognizance,  resting  in  the  judgment  and  discretion 
of  executive  officers  in  the  ordinary  discharge  of  their  official 
duties.  (2.)  Because  the  subject-matter  is  one  in  which  judg- 
ment and  discretion  are  to  be  exercised.  (8.)  Because  the 
issuing  of  patents  for  lands  is,  by  the  act  of  Congress,  the 
duty  of  the  President. 

On  the  fifth  of  February  following  the  parties  filed  a  stipu- 
lation in  the  case,  agreeing  that  the  cause  ''  be  submitted  to 
the  court  upon  briefs  and  arguments,  and  that  the  said  court 
may  render  its  judgment  in  vacation  as  of  the  present  term 
and  of  the  day  of  such  submission."  Submitted,  as  afore- 
said, the  case  was  held  under  advisement  until  the  eighth  of 
July  following,  when  the  court,  two  justices  signing  the  de- 
cree, determined  that  the  prayer  of  the  petition  be  granted, 
and  that  a  writ  of  mandamus  issue,  directed  to  the  said  O. 
H.  Browning,  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  to  his  successor 
in  office,  commanding  him,  upon  payment  of  the  sum  therein 
specified,  to  issue  or  cause  to  be  issued  to  the  relator  a  patent 
from  the  United  States  of  the  tract  of  land  described  in  his 
petition. 
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Four  months  before  that  judgment  was  rendered,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  who  was  the  party  respondent  in  the 
litigation,  resigned  his  office,  and  J.  D.  Cox,  the  present 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  had  not  only  been  appointed  his 
successor,  but  was  in  the  regular  discharge  of  all  its  duties. 

Although  none  of  these  facts  are  disputed,  still  the  record 
shows  that  the  writ  of  mandamus  was  addressed  to  the  pre- 
decessor of  the  present  incumbent,  or  his  successor  in  office, 
and  that  the  writ,  on  the  eighth  of  July  in  the  same  year, 
was  served  on  the  present  secretary,  who  was  not  named  in 
the  writ,  was  never  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  never  had  any 
notice  of  the  proceedings.  Judgment  having  been  rendered 
without  notice  .to  the  present  secretarj',  and  without  a  hear^ 
ing  on  his  part,  or  any  opportunity  to  be  heard,  he  sued  out 
a  writ  of  error  and  removed  the  cause  into  this  court. 

Founded,  as  the  proceeding  in  this  case  is,  upon  a  claim 
to  land  which  has  been  three  times  under  examination  in 
this  court  before  the  present  writ  of  ernor  was  sued  out,  it  is 
deemed  necessary  and  proper  to  advert  to  the  views  ex- 
pressed by  the  court  on  those  occasions  in  respect  to  the 
validity  of  the  claim  and  the  means  adopted  to  procure  its 
confirmation.  Reference  to  the  docket  entries  will  show 
that  the  case  was  first  presented  here  at  the  December  Term, 
1858,  by  the  claimant,  as  an  appeal  not  prosecuted ;  and  it 
also  appears  that  a  copy  of  the  record  having  been  produced 
by  him,  and  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  that  the  appeal  had 
been  duly  prayed  and  allowed,  the  case  on  his  motion  was 
docketed  and  dismissed,  in  conformity  to  the  ninth  rule  of 
the  court,  for  want  of  prosecution.  Such  a  proceeding  w^hen 
bond  fide  has  the  effect  to  vacate  the  appeal  and  leave  the  de- 
cide of  the  subordinate  court  in  full  force,  and  the  docket 
entries  also  show  that  the  mandate  was  issued  in  pursuance 
of  that  order,  and  that  it  was  subsequently  delivered  to  the 
assignee  of  the  claimant. 

Nothing  further  was  done  in  the  cause  during  that  term, 
but  at  the  succeeding  term  the  Attorney-General  tiled  a  mo- 
tion to  rescind  the  decree  of  the  preceding  term  dismissing 
the  ease,  and  to  revoke  the  mandate,  alleging  for  cause  that 
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the  decree  and  mandate  bad  both  been  procured  by  misrep- 
resentations and  f rand.  Affidavits  were  filed  by  the  Attorney- 
General  showing  that  the  oanse  was  still  pending  in  the  Dis- 
U*iet  Court,  that  no  appeal  had  been  granted,  that  the  cause, 
when  the  claimant  made  his  motion  to  docket  and  dismiss 
it,  was  not  legally  before  this  court  Pending  that  motion 
three  motions  for  mandamus  were  filed  by  Hhe  claimant: 
First,  to  compel  the  District  Court  to  file  the  mandate  and 
to  execute  their  decree.  Second,  to  compel  the  District 
Court  to  dismiss  the  application  of  the  TTnited  States  to  open 
the  decree  and  grant  a  new  trial.  Third,  to  compel  the 
Surveyor-General  to  survey  the  land  confirmed  to  the  claim- 
ant by  the  decree  of  the  District  Court. 

Both  parties  were  beard,  and  the  court  overruled  the  sev- 
eral motions  filed  by  thie  claimant,  but  granted  the  motion 
of  the  Attorney- General,  upon  the  ground  that  the  allega- 
tions of  the  motion  were  fully  proved.* 

Attempts  were  subsequently  made  by  the  claimant  to  en- 
join the  clerk  and  district  attorney  from  furnishing  a  certi- 
fied copy  of  the  record  to  enable  the  United  States  to  appeal, 
but  the  injunction  was  refused,  and  the  appeal  was  perfected 
and  duly  entered  here ;  and  the  next  step  of  the  claimant 
was  to  file  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  alleging  that  the 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  but  the  court  unani- 
mously overruled  the  motion  for  the  reasons  expressed  in  the 

opinion.! 

Subsequently  the  cause  was  beard  upon  the  merits,  and  the 
court  held  that  the  claim  was  invalid  and  fraudulent,  and 
reversed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court,  and  remanded  the 
cause,  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  petition.^ 

nnless,  therefore,  the  claim  of  the  petitioner  is  brought 
within  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Congress  referred  to  in  his 
petition  he  has  no  right  whatever  to  a  patent  for  the  laud  in 
controversy. 

Suppose  everything  which  he  alleges  in  his  petition  is 

•  United  Stntet  v.  Gomes,  28  Howard,  880. 

t  finme  v.  Same,  1  Wallace,  690.  }  Same  v.  Gomes,  8  Id.  766. 
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true,  still  it  does  n<5t  bring  his  case  within  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, as  the  petition  does  not  allege  that  the  land  does  nol 
contain  mines  of  gold,  silver,  copper,  or  cinnabar;  and  the 
record  furnishes  evidence  tending  strongly  to  the  conclusion 
that  such  an  averment,  if  made,  could  not  be  supported,  as 
the  statement  of  the  land  commissioner  is  that  the  land 
embraced  in  fhe  claim  does  contain  ^^  valuable  quicksilver 
mines." 

Mere  allegation,  however,  is  not  sufficient,  but  the  condi- 
tion is  that  the  claimant  shall  make  proof  of  the  facts  re« 
quired  under  regulations  to  be  provided  by  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office.  His  application  to  be  allowed 
to  purchase  the  land  was  made  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, and  he  was  as  much  bound  to  prove  that  the  land  did 
not  contain  mines  of  the  description  mentioned  as  he  was  to 
show  that  his  purchase  of  the  donee  of  the  tract  was  made 
in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  as  he  was  not 
entitled  to  a  patent  if  the  lands  contained  mines  of  gold, 
silver,  copper,  or  cinnabar,  any  more  than  if  he  had  made 
the  purchase  in  bad  faith  and  without  couQideration. 

Argument  to  show  that  he  did  not  bring  his  case  within 
that  condition  is  unnecessary,  as  the  point  is  clear  to  a  de* 
monstration.  He  did  allege  that  he  purchased  the  lands  in 
question  of  the  donee  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  con« 
sideration,  but  he  ofi'ered  no  proof  of  the  alleged  fact,  except 
what  may  be  inferred  from  the  deed  annexed  to  the  petition, 
bearing  date  December  22d,  1857,  and  which  purports  to 
have  been  executed  by  the  original  claimant. 

Special  reference  is  made  in  the  petition  to  the  deed  of 
release  given  by  the  occupants  of  the  laud  to  the  relator  as 
supporting  the  allegation  of  good  faith,  bnt  it  is  entitled  to 
very  little  weight,  if  any,  as  it  bears  date  six  years  subse- 
quent to  the  alleged  purchase  of  the  grant. 

Evidence  was  exhibited  in  the  case  tending  to  show  that  the 
lands  were  surveyed  subsequent  to  the  decree  of  the  court  re- 
jecting the  claim,  but  it  is  not  proved  that  the  present  claim- 
ant thereafter  continued  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  land, 
nor  that  it  was  free  from  any  adverse  private  right  or  title. 
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Sach  allegations  are  set  forth  in  the  petition,  but  the  reoord 
contains  no  proof  to  support  the  first  allegation,  and  nothing 
to  support  the  second,  except  what  is  derived  froin^  the  state- 
ment of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  that 
no  report  of  any  individual  adverse  interests  was  found  on 
the  files  of  his  office.  Tested  solely  by  the  merits,  therefore, 
it  is  quite  clear  that  the  application  of  the  relator  could  not 
have  been  properly  granted,  as  the  proofs  before  the  depart- 
ment were  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  decision  in  his  favor. 

Adjudged  invalid  and  fraudulent,  as  the  claim  had  been 
by  the  unanimous  decision  of  this  court,  it  was  quite  proper 
that  the  secretary  should  require  satisfactory  proof  that  the' 
case  as  presented  came  within  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Congress 
relied  on  before  consenting  to  give  the  claimant  the  benefit 
of  its  provision ;  and  when  it  appeared  that  the  petition  ad- 
dressed to  him  was  deficient  in  allegation,  and  that  the  proofs 
were  insufficient  in  all  particulars,  except,  perhaps,  one,  he 
was  entirely  justified  in  rejecting  the  application. 

Evidently  the  case,  if  examined  upon  the  merits,  was  not 
made  out  by  the  claimant,  but  the  more  decisive  objection 
to  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  that  the  case,  from  its 
very  nature,  is  one  which  was  exclusively  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  executive  officers  of  the  government,  because 
it  was  one  requiring  proofs,  hearing,  and  decision^  and  in- 
volved the  exercise  of  judicial  judgment  and  discretion,  and 
consequently  was  not  one  where  the  action  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  is  subject  to  re-examination  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  this  district. 

Since  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Mclntire  w 
Woodf*  it  has  been  regarded  as  the  settled  law  of  the  court 
that  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  in  the  severaji 
States  do  not  possess  the  power  to  issue  writs  of  mandamus, 
except  in  cases  in  which  it  may  be  necessary  to  the  exercise 

of  their  jurisdiction. f 

Authority  to  that  effect  might  doubtless  be  given  to  those 
courts  by  an  act  of  Congress;  but  the  insuperable  difficulty 


*  7  Cranch,  504.  f  Higgs  v.  Johnson  Co.,  6  Wallace,  ld8r 
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at  present  is,  that  neither  the  Judiciary  Act  nor  any  other 
act  of  Congress  has  conferred  upon  them  any  suob  power. 
Antecedent  to  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Ken- 
doll  V.  The  United  Stales*  grave  doubts  were  entertained 
whether  any  court  established  by  an  act  of  Congress  pos- 
sessed any  such  jurisdiction;  but  the  majority  of  this  court 
came  to  the  conclusion  in  that  case,  that  the  Circuit  Court 
of  this  district  might  issue  the  writ  of  mandamus  to  an  ex- 
ecutive officer  residing  here,  commanding  him  to  perform  a 
ministerial  act  required  of  him  by  law,  and  it  is  not  denied 
that  the  court  below  possesses  all  the  power  in  that  behalf 
which  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  district  possessed  at  that 
time.  Subsequent  decisions  of  this  court  have  affirmed  the 
same  principle;  but  in  all  of  the  subsequent  cases  the  prin- 
ciple is  strictly  limited  to  the  enforcement  of  mere  minis- 
terial acts  not  involving  the  necessity  of  taking  proofs,  and 
it  has  never  been  extended  to  cases  where  controverted  mat- 
ters were  to  be  judicially  heard  and  decided  by  the  officer 
to  whom  the  writ  is  required  to  be  addressed.f 
•  Though  mandamus  may  sometimes  lie  against  an  execu- 
tive officer  to  compel  him  to  perform  a  mere  ministerial  act 
required  of  him  by  law,  yet  such  an  officer,  to  whom  public 
duties  are  confided  by  law,  is  not  subject  to  the  control  of  the 
courts  in  the  exercise  of  the  judgment  and  discretion  which 
the  law  reposes  in  him  as  part  of  his  official  functions.^ 

Discussion  of  the  principle,  however,  seems  to  be  unneces- 
sary, as  all  of  the  cases  appear  to  affirm  the  same  rule,  that 
the  writ  cannot  issue  where  discretion  and  judgment  are  to 
be  exercised,  by  the  officer,  and  only  in  cases  where  the  act 
required  to  be  done  is  merely  ministerial,  and  where  the 
relator  is  without  any  other  adequate  remedy.§ 

Even  if  it  could  be  shown  that  the  court  below  possessed 


*  12  Peters,  608. 

-f  Decatur  v.  Paulding,  14  Peters,  497 ;  Brashear  v.  Mason,  6  Howard,  99. 

{  Gaines  v.  Thompson,  7  Wallace,  858 ;  Reeside  v.  Walker,  11  Howard, 
^9. 

{  United  States  v.  Seaman,  17  Howard,  280;  United  Stotes  v.  Guthrie,  lb. 
:804;  Commissioner  of  Patents  v.  Whiteley,  4  Wallace,  522;  United  States 
V.  Commissioner,  5  Id.  568. 
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the  power  to  issue  the  writ  in  sach  a  case,  still  it  is  clear  that 
the  judgment  in  this  case  would  be  erroneous,  as  the  case 
upon  the  merits  was  not  submitted  to  the  court  under  the 
stipulation.  Undoubtedly  the  appearance  of  the  respondent 
was  general,  but  he  pleaded  only  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  it  appears  that  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was 
the  only  point  argued  and  submitted  for  decision.  But  the 
court  decided  the  whole  case  without  proo&,  and  without 
any  further  hearing.  Taking  the  record  as  it  is  exhibited, 
such  certainly  is  the  clear  inference  from  it,  and  it  is  not 
suggested  that  it  does  not  correctly  represent  what  occurred. 
Assuming  the  record  to  be  correct,  comment  upon  the  pro« 
ceeding  is  unnecessary,  as,  in  the  view  of  this  court,  it  is 
clearly  erroneous. 

Several  other  objections  are  also  taken  to  the  proceedings 
by  the  Attorney-General,  which  are  equally  decisive  that  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  reversed,  one  or  two 
of  which  will  be  briefly  Boticed. 

Service  was  made  upon  0.  H.  Browning,  Secretary  of  the 
Interior;  but  the  fact  is  conceded,  or  not  denied,  that  he  bad 
resigned  and  gone  out  of  oflice  four  months  before  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  was  announced.  When  he  resigned,  of 
course  the  suit  abated,  but  the  court  gave  judgment  against 
him  as  if  he  were  still  in  ofKce,  and  decreed  that  the  writ 
of  mandamus  should  be  directed  to  him  and  to  his  successor 
in  the  office.  Complaint  may  well  be  made  by  that  party 
that  he  no  longer  possesses  the  power  to  execute  the  com- 
mands of  the  writ,  and  the  present  secretary  may  well  com*- 
plain  that  he  is  ac^udged  to  be  in  default  though  he  never 
revised  to  allow  the  relator  to  purchase  the  land,  and  that 
the  judgment  was  rendered  against  him  without  notice  and 
without  any  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

Notice  to  the  defendant,  actual  or  constructive,  is  essential 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  all  courts,  and  the  better  opinion  is, 
that  a  judgment  rendered  without  notice  may  be  shown  to 
be  void,  when  brought  collaterally  before  the  court  as  evi- 
dence.* 

*  Nations  v.  Johnson,  24  Howard,  208. 
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Patents  for  land  are  required  to  be  signed  by  the  President 
in  person,  or  in  his  name  by  a  secretary  under  his  direction, 
and  they  are  to  be  countersigned  by  the  Recorder  of  the 
General  Land  Office.* 

Such  patents  cannot  be  issued  and  delivered  to  any  party 
without  the  signature  of  the  President,  and  no  proceeding 
to  compel  either  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  issue  such  a  patent 
can  be  sustained  while  that  provision  of  law  remains  un- 
repealed, f 

Congress  may  so  provide,  and  in  that  event  it  would  be  the 
duty  of  the  secretary  to  carry  the  provision  into  effect;  but 
the  act  of  Congress  referred  to  in  the  petition  as  the  source 
of  power  in  this  case  gives  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  no 
authority  upon  the  subject.  On  the  contrary,  the  express 
provision  is,  that  the  regulations  for  executing  the  law  shall 
be  provided  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
and  the  better  opinion  is,  that  the  application  to  be  allowed 
to  purchase  the  land  embraced  in  such  rejected  claim  should 
be  made  to  the  Commissioner,  and  not  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  as  the  right  to  purchase  of  the  United  States 
will  never  vest  until  the  land  is  surveyed  under  existing 
laws. 

It  appears  by  the  record  in  this  case  that  a  survey  of  some 
kind  was  presented  to  the  secretary,  but  whether  it  was  one 
made  under  existing  laws  or  not  is  not  sufficiently  shown. 

Viewed  in  any  light,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  no 
original  cognizance  of  applications  of  this  description.  He 
may,  perhaps,  as  the  head  of  the  department,  exercise  an 
appellate  and  supervisory  power  over  the  doings  of  the 
Commissioner,  but  the  original  application  should  have  been 
made  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office.;); 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER:  I  agree  to  the  judgment  of  the 
court  on  the  ground  set  forth  by  this  court  in  the  case  of 

*  4  Stat,  at  Large,  668;  6  Id.  417. 

f  United  States  v.  Land  Commissioner,  6  Wallace,  663. 

X  9  Stot.  at  Large,  89& 
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Gaines  v.  Thompson^*  that  the  eoui'ts  have  no  jurisdiction  to 
control  the  actions  of  the  departments  in  such  cases. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  merits  of  the  present  claim  were 
before  the  court,  and  I  decline  to  express  any  opinion 
upon  it. 

Judgment  rbybrsbd,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  direc- 
tions to  DISMISS  THK  PETITION. 


Ltnoh  bt  al.  v.  BbRNAIi  bt  al. 

1.  The  Board  of  Gommisstonen  created  under  the  act  of  Congress,  entitled 

**  An  act  to  ascertain  and  settle  private  land  claims  in  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia,'' passed  March  8d,  1851,  had  jurisdiction  of  a  claim  made  under 
a  grant  of  a  lot  by  a  Mexican  governor  within  the  limits  of  the  pueblo 
of  San  Francisco ;  and  such  claim  was  not  required  to  be  presented  in 
the  name  of  the  corporate  authorities  of  the  city. 

2.  The  eighth  section  of  that  act  requires  every  person  claiming  lands  in 

California  by  virtue  of  any  right  or  title  derived  from  the  Spanish  or 
Mexican  government,  to  present  his  claims  to  the  Board  of  Commis- 
sioners for  examination.  The  fourteenth  section  qualifies  this  general 
language,  and  declares  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  shall  not  extend 
to  lots  held  under  grants  from  any  corporation  or  town  to  which  lands 
have  been  granted  for  the  establishment  of  a  town  by  the  Spanish  or 
Mexican  government;  nor  "  to  any  city,  or  town,  or  village  lot,  which 
city,  town,  or  village  existed  on  the  7th  of  July,  1840;"  and  pro- 
vides that  the  claims  for  such  lots  shall  be  presented  by  the  corporate 
authorities  of  the  town ;  or  if  the  land,  upon  whic^  the  town,  city,  or 
village  is  situated,  was  originally  granted  to  an  individual,  shall  be  pre- 
sented in  the  name  of  such  individual:  Heldf  Ist,  that  the  second  clause 
of  this*  section  does  not  apply  to  eUl  lota  situated  within  the  limiia  of 
a  city,  town,  or  village,  which  existed  on  the  7th  of  July,  1846,  but 
only  to  the  lots  owned  or  claimed  by  such  city,  town,  or  village ;  2d, 
that  the  object  of  the  section  was  to  give  to  lotholders  deriving  title  from 
a  common  source^from  the  authorities  of  a  pueblo  or  town,  or  fh>m  an 
individual  who  was  originally  the  grantee  of  the  land  upon  which  the 
pueblo  or  town  is  situated — the  benefit  of  the  examination  by  the  board 
of  the  general  title  under  which  they  hold,  and  relieve  the  commission- 
ers from  the  necessity  of  considering  a  multitude  of  separate  claims  for 

♦  7  Wallace,  847. 
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small  tracts  depending  apon  the  validity  of  the  same  original  title.  It 
intended  that  the  corporate  authorities  should  present  under  one  general 
claim  not  only  the  interest  of  the  city,  town,  or  village  which  they  rep>- 
resent,  bat  also  the  separate  interests  of  individuals  holding  under  con- 
veyances from  them. 

8.  The  fourteenth  section  of  the  act  has  no  application  to  lots  held  adversely 
to  the  corporation  or  town  hy  independent  titles.  The  confirmation  of 
a  claim,  whether  made  to  corporations  or  individuals,  cannot  enure  to 
the  benefit  of  parties  holding  adversely  to  them. 

4.  When  the  Board  of  Commissioners  had  jurisdiction  of  a  claim,  its  validity 
and  title  to  recognition  and  confirmation  were  subjects  for  that  tribu- 
nars  determination ;  and  its  adjudication,  however  erroneous,  cannot  be 
collaterally  assailed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  made  upon  insufficient 
evidence. 

6.  The  rule  is  as  applicable  to  inferior  and  special  tribunals  as  it  is  to  those 
of  superior  or  general  authority,  that  where  they  have  once  acquired 
jurisdiction  their  subsequent  proceedings  cannot  be  collaterally  ques- 
tioned for  mere  error  or  irregularit}' ;  and  the  provision  of  the  fifteenth 
section  of  the  act  of  March  8d,  1851,  declaring  that  tbe  final  decrees 
of  the  commissioners,  or  of  the  District  Court,  and  patents  following 
them,  in  California  land  cases,  shall  be  conclusive  between  the  United 
States  and  the  claimants  only,  and  shall  not  affect  the  interests  of  third 
persons,  does  not  change  the  operation  of  this  general  rule. 

6.  The  decree  of  the  District  Court  upon  the  claim  involved  an  adjudication 

that  the  grant  under  which  it  was  made  was  valid ;  and  the  decree  ap- 
proving the  survey  settled  the  location  and  boundaries  of  the  land. 
>leither  of  these  determinations  can  be  collaterally  assailed  for  any 
matter  which  might  have  been  corrected  on  appeal,  had  it  been  brought 
to  the  attention  of  tbe  appellate  court. 

7.  Whoever  received  deeds  from  the  city  of  San  Frandsod,  or  asserted  title 

to  parcels  of  land  under  tbe  Van  Ness  ordinance,  whilst  the  claim  of 
the  city  to  the  land  was  pending  for  confirmation  before  the  tribunals 
of  the  United  States,  necessarily  held  whatever  they  took  subject  to  the 
final  determination  of  the  claim.  Their  title  stood  or  fell  with  the 
claim. 

8.  The  exception  made  in  the  final  decree  of  confirmation  to  the  city  of  San 

Francisco  from  the  tract  confirmed  of  **  such  parcels  of  land  as  have 
been,  by  grants  from  lawAil  authority,  vested  in  private  proprietorship, 
and  have  been  finally  confirmed  to  parties  claiming  under  said  grants 
by  tbe  tribunals  of  the  United  States,  or  shall  hereafter  be  finally  con- 
firmed to  parties  claiming  thereunder  by  said  tribunals  in  proceedings 
pending  therein  for  that  purpose,''  is  not  limited  to  parcels  of  land 
claimed  under  perfect  grants,  but  includes  all  parcels  claimed  by  private 
parties  under  grants  from  the  authorities  of  the  former  government,  the 
claims  to  which  had  been  subjected,  or  might,  in  proceedings  then  pend- 
ingy  be  subjected  to  the  examination  of  the  tribunals  of  the  United 
States,  and  had  been,  or  might  be,  confirmed  by  them. 
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9.  The  doctrine  of  relation  is  applied  only  to  sub«erye  the  ends  of  Justice, 
and  to  protect  parties  deriving  their  interests  from  the  claimant  pend- 
ing the  proceedings  for  the  confirmation  of  his  title.  It  gives  effect  to 
the  confirmation  of  the  title  as  of  the  day  when  the  proceedings  to  secure 
such  confirmation  were  instituted;  and  for  that  purpose  only  can  the 
decree  he  treated  as  made  at  that  time.  No  different  interpretation  is 
to  be  given  to  the  language  of  the  decree  than  would  be  given  if  the 
doctrine  of  relation  had  no  application. 

Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  California, 

The  case  was  ejectment  to  recover  the  possession  of  cer- 
tain real  property  situated  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  of  San  Francisco,  as  defined  by  its  charter  of  1851,  the 
plaintiffs  asserting  title  to  the  premises  under  a  grant  of 
the  Mexican  government  confirmed  by  the  tribunals  of  the 
United  States.  The  case  was  commenced  in  a  District  Court 
of  the  State,  and  was  tried  by  the  court  without  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury  by  stipulation  of  the  parties. 

The  court  found  as  facts,  that  the  plaintiffs  (who  are  the 
widow  and  son  of  Jos^  Cornelio  Bernal,  deceased),  in  March, 
1868,  presented  a  petition  to  the  Board  of  Land  Commis- 
sioners, created  under  the  act  of  March  3d,  1851,  to  ascer- 
tain and  settle  private  land  claims. in  California,*  for  the 
confirmation  of  a  claim  asserted  by  them  to  the  premises  in 
controversy;  in  which  petition  they  averred  that  the  prem- 
ises were  granted  in  1834  by  Figueroa,  then  Mexican  gov- 
ernor of  the  Department  of  California,  to  said  Jos^  Cornelio 
Bernal;  and  that  such  proceedings  were  had  that  in  1854  the 
said  claim  was  adjudged  valid  and  confirmed  by  the  board; 
and  in  1856,  on  appeal,  by  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States.  The  court  set  forth  in  its  findings  the  proceedings 
had  before  the  board,  and  the  District  Court  on  appeal;  and 
what  it  declared  to  be  the  evidence  remaining  of  record 
with  the  clerk  of  the  District  Court  with  respect  to  the 
grant.  That  evidence  stated  that  a  grant  was  made  by  Gov- 
ernor Figueroa  to  Bernal,  as  alleged  above,  but  the  court 
found  that  according  to  that  evidence  no  such  grant  was 

ever  issued,  differing  in  its  finding  in  that  respect  from  both 

•  - 
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the  Board  of  Land  Commissioners  and  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States. 

From  the  decree  confirming  the  claim  of  the  District 
Court,  the  United  States  declined  to  prosecute  an  appeal  to 
this  court,  and  the  decree  thus  became  final. 

In  1861  the  tract  confirmed  was  surveyed  under  the  direc- 
tions of  the  Surveyor-General  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
survey  was  subjected  to  the  revision  and  correction  of  the 
District  Court,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  14th,  I860.* 
When  made  to  conform  to  the  directions  of  the  court,  the 
survey  and  the  plat  of  it  were  approved,  and  its  decree  of 
approval  was,  on  appeal,  affirmed  by  this  courtf  The  ap- 
proved survey  and  plat  embraced  the  premises  in  contro- 
versy. 

The  defendants  were  in  possession  of  the  premises  at  the 
commencement  of  the  action;  and  asserted  that  they  pos- 
sessed an  older  and  superior  title  to  the  premises  under  the 
ordinance  of  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  adopted  in  June, 
1855,  and  the  subsequent  legislation  of  the  State  and  of  the 
United  States  respecting  the  same.  Their  claim  arose  in  this 
wise.  At  the  cession  of  California  to  the  United  States,  and 
for  many  years  previous  thereto,  San  Francisco  was  a  Mexi- 
can pueblo,  asserting  a  claim  to  lands  embracing  its  site  and 
adjoining  lands  to  the  extent  of  four  square  leagues.  The 
city  of  San  Francisco,  as  successor  of  the  Mexican  pueblo, 
claimed  these  municipal  lands,  and  presented  her  claim  to 
the  Board  of  Land  Commissioners  for  confirmation.  In  De- 
cember, 1854,  the  board  confirmed  the  claim  to  a  portion  of 
the  land,  embracing  the  premises  in  controversy.  The  case 
was  then  appealed  by  the  city  to  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States,  and  was  afterwards  transferred  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States,  under  the  act  of  Congress 
of  July  1st,  1864.t  In  May,  1865,  the  Circuit  Court  con- 
firmed  the  claim  to  four  square  leagues,  subject  to  the  fol- 
lowing deductions,  namely :  "  Such  parcels  of  land  as  have 
been  heretofore  reserved  or  dedicated  to  public  uses  by  the 

*  12  Stat,  at  Larii^e,  88.  f  Dehon  v.  Bernal,  8  Wallacei  774. 

t  18  Stat,  at  Large,  888. 
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United  States ;  and  also  mch  parcels  of  land  as  have  been  by 
grants  from  lawful  authority  vested  in  private  proprietorships  and 
have  been  finally  confirmed  to  parties  claiming  under  said  grants 
by  the  tribunals  of  the  United  States^  or  shall  hereafter  be  finally 
confirmed  to  parties  claiming  thereunder  by  said  tribunals  in  pro- 
ceedings pending  therein  for  that  purpose^  all  of  which  said  excepted 
parcels  of  land  are  included  within  the  area  of  four  square  leagues^ 
above  mentioned  {those  described  as  confirmed),  but  are  excluded 
from  the  confirmation  to  the  ciiy.^'*  The  claim  thus  confirmed 
by  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  CJourt,  was  also  contirrned,  with 
some  modifications,  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  8th, 

1866.t 
Whilst  this  claim  was  pending  before  the  District  Court 

on  appeal  from  the  board  for  confirmation,  viz.,  on  the  20th 
of  June,  1855,  the  common  council  of  the  city  of  San  Fran- 
cisco passed  ''  an  ordinance  for  the  settlement  and  quieting 
of  the  land  titles  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco,'*  wl^ich  is 
known  in  that  city  as  the  **  Van  Ness  ordinance,"  after  the 
name  of  its  supposed  author.  By  its  second  section  the  city 
relinquished  and  granted  all  the  title  and  claim  which  she 
held  to  the  lands  within  her  corporate  limits,  as  defined  by 
the  charter  of  1851,  with  certain  exceptions,  to  the  parties  in 
the  actual  possession  thereof,  by  themselves  or  tenants,  on 
or  before  the  1st  of  January,  1855,  provided  said  possession 
was  continued  up  to  the  time  of  the  introduction  of  the  or- 
dinance into  the  common  council,  or  if  interrupted  by  an 
intruder  or  trespasser,  had  been  or  might  be  recovered  by 
legal  proceedings. J 

In  March,  1858,  the  legislature  of  the  State  ratified  and 
confirmed  the  ordinance,  and  in  July,  1864,  Congress  passed 
an  act  by  which  all  the  right  and  title  of  the  United  States  to 
the  lands  were  granted  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  for  the 
uses  specified  in  the  ordinance.§  The  party  through  whom 
the  defendants  claim  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the 
premises  in  controversy  at  the  time  designated  in  the  ordi- 

•  8  WaUace,  6S6.  f  ^^  ^tat.  at  Large,  4.         t  1^  California,  627. 

{  18  Stat,  at  Large,  888.  Act  to  expedite  the  settlement  of  titles  to  Ihnds 
in  the  State  of  California,  {  6. 
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nance,  and  also  on  the  passage  of  the  confirmatory  act  of  the 
legislature,  and  therefore  acquired  whatever  right  or  title  the 
citj'  then  possessed. 

The  District  Court  found  as  conclusions  of  law  that  the 
defendants  were  eBtop{>ed  by  the  final  decree  of  confirma- 
tion, and  the  approved  survey,  from  questioning  the  plain- 
tifiTs'  title  to  the  premises,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tifis  for  the  possession  of  the  premises  and  $500  damages  for 
their  use  and  occupation.  On  appeal  the  judgment  was 
affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State ;  and  the  case 
was  brought  here  under  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary 
.  Act. 

Messrs,  Ashton  and  G.  H.  WiUiams^for  the  plaintiffs  in  error; 
Mr.  E.  L.  Gooldy  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  FIELD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  act  of  June  14th,  1860,  gives  to  a  survey  and  plat  of 
land  claimed  under  a  confirmed  Mexican  grant,  when  ap- 
proved by  the  District  Court,  the  effect  and  validity  of  a 
patent  of  the  United  States.  It  so  declares  in  express  terms.* 
It  is  therefore  upon  the  decree  of  confirmation,  and  the  ap- 
proved survey  and  plat,  that  the  Bernals  rely  to  recover  in 
the  present  action. 

To  meet  the  case  thus  presented  the  defendants  contend, 
1st.  That  the  Board  of  Land  Commissioners  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  consider  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  under  the  grant 
of  Figueroa,  and  as  a  consequence,  that  the  action  of  the 
District  Court,  in  hearing  the  appeal  from  the  board,  and 
in  revising  and  approving  the  survey  of  the  claim,  was  with- 
out authority  and  void;  and  2d.  That  if  the  board  had  such 
jurisdiction,  the  defendants  possess  an  older  and  superior 
title  to  the  premises  under  the  ordinance  of  the  city  of  San 
Francisco,  adopted  in  June,  1855,  and  the  subsequent  legis- 
lation of  the  State  and  of  the  United  States  respecting  the 
same. 

The  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  board  arises  from 

*  12  SUt.  at  LargOi  34,  {  6. 
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the  fact  that  the  premises  granted  consist  of  a  lot  within  the 
limits  of  the  pueblo  or  town  of  San  Francisco  as  it  existed 
at  the  cessioa  of  California  to  the  United  States.  At  that 
date  San  Francisco,  as  such  pueblo,  possessed  an  equitable 
claim  to  lands  within  the  limits  of  four  square  leagues,  to  be 
assigned  and  measured  off  from  the  northern  portion  of  the 
peninsula  upon  which  the  town  is  situated.  The  city  of  San 
Francisco  succeeded  to  such  interest,  and  her  authorities 
presented  the  claim  to  the  Board  of  Land  Commissioners  for 
confirmation ;  and  the  defendants  insist  that  the  claim  of  the 
Bernals  under  the  grant  of  Figueroa  should  have  been  pre- 
sented in  the  name  of  those  authorities,  and  could  in  no  other 
way  have  been  brought  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  board. 

This  position  is  founded  upon  the  language  of  the  14th 
section  of  the  act  of  Congress,  but  is  not,  in  our  opinion, 
supported  by  its  meaning.  A  previous  section  of  the  act 
requires  every  person  claiming  lands  in  California  by  virtue 
of  any  right  or  title  derived  from  the  Spanish  or  Mexican 
government,  to  present  his  claim  to  the  commissioners  for 
examination.  The  14th  section  qualifies  this  general  lan- 
guage, and  declares  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  shall  not 
extend  to  lots  held  under  grants  from  any  corporation  or 
town,  to  which  lands  have  been  granted  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  town  by  the  Spanish  or  Mexican  government;  nor 
"  to  any  city  or  town,  or  village  lot,  which  city,  town,  or  vil- 
lage  existed  on  the  7th  of  July,  1846 ;"  and  provides  that  the 
claims  f(U'  such  lots  shall  be  presented  by  the  corporate  au- 
thorities of  the  town,  or  if  the  land  upon  which  the  town, 
city,  or  village  is  situated,  was  originally  granted  to  an  indi- 
vidual, shall  be  presented  in  the  name  of  such  individual. 

The  second  clause  of  this  section  does  not  apply  to  all  lots 
sitaated  within  the  limits  of  a  city,  town,  or  village,  which 
existed  on  the  7th  of  July,  1846,  but  only  to  the  lots  owned 
or  claimed  by  such  city,  town,  or  village. 

The  object  of  the  section  was  to  give  to  lotholders  deriv- 
ing title  from  a  common  source — from  the  authorities  of  a 
puebto  or  town,  or  from  an  individual  who  was  originally 
the  grantee  of  the  land  upon  which  the  pueblo  or  town  is 
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situated— the  benefit  of  the  examination  by  the  board  of  the 
general  title  under  which  thej  hold,  and  relieve  the  com- 
missioners from  the  necessity  of  considering  a  multitude 
of  separate  claims  for  small  tracts  depending  upon  the  va- 
lidity of  the  same  original  title.  It  intended  that  the  cor- 
porate authorities  should  present  under  one  general  claim 
not  only  the  interest  of  the  city,  town,  or  village  which  they 
represent,  but  also  the  separate  interests  of  individuals  hold- 
ing under  conveyances  from  them.  The  confirmation  of  the 
common  title  to  these  authorities  would  of  course  enure  to 
the  benefit  of  parties  holding  under  them. 

The  section  has  no  application  to  lots  held  adversely  to 
the  corporation  or  town  by  independent  titles.  The  con- 
firmation of  a  claim,  whether  made  to  corporations  or  indi- 
viduals, could  not  enure  to  the  benefit  of  parties  holding 
adversely  to  them. 

The  claim  of  the  Bernals,  not  being  derived  from  the 
pueblo  of  San  Francisco,  or  by  any  action  of  its  authorities, 
but  directly  by  grant  from  the  political  chief  of  the  depart^ 
ment,  was  adverse  to  the  claim  of  the  city.  It  was,  there- 
fore, properly  presented  to  the  Board  of  Commissioners  for 
examination,  and  jurisdiction  over  it  was  rightfully  taken 
by  that  tribunal. 

The  board  having  jurisdiction  of  the  claim,  its  validity 
and  title  to  recognition  and  confirmation  were  subjects  for 
that  tribunal's  determination;  and  its  adjudication,  however 
erroneous,  cannot  be  collaterally  assailed  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  made  upon  insufiicient  evidence.  The  rule  is  as  ap- 
plicable to  inferior  and  special  tribunals  as  it  is  to  those  of 
superior  or  general  authority,  that  where  they  have  once 
acquired  jurisdiction  their  subsequent  proceedings  cannot 
be  collaterally  questioned  for  mere  error  or  irregularity. 
The  provision  of  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  act  of  March 
3d,  1851,  declaring  that  the  final  decrees  of  the  commis- 
sioners, or  of  the  District  Court,  and  patents  following  them, 
in  these  California  land  cases,  shall  be  conclusive  between 
the  United  States  and  the  claimants  only,  and  shall  not  aflect 
the  interests  of  third  persons,  does  not  change  the  operation 
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of  this  general  rule.  Final  decrees  in  other  judicial  pro- 
ceedings aifecting  the  title  to  property,  are  not  conclusive 
except  between  the  parties;  they  bind  only  them  and  their 
privies ;  they  do  not  conclude  the  rights  of  third  persons  not 
before  the  court,  or  in  any  manner  a£rect  their  rights.  Third 
parties,  with  respect  to  the  adjudications  of  the  Board  of 
Commissioners,  and  of  the  District  Court,  on  appeal  from 
the  board,  stand  upon  the  same  footing  as  they  do  with  re- 
spect to  other  adjudications  in  the  ordinary  proceedings  of 
courts  of  law. 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court  upon  the  claim  neces- 
sarily involved  an  adjudication  that  the  grant  under  which 
it  was  made  was  valid;  and  the  decree  approving  the  survey 
settled  the  location  and  boundaries  of  the  land.  As  neither 
of  these  determinations  can  be  collaterally  assailed  for  any 
matter  which  might  have  been  corrected  on  appeal,  had  it 
been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  appellate  court,  the 
plaintiffs  must  recover  unless  the  defendants  have  a  superior 
title  to  the  premises. 

Such  title  they  claim  to  possess,  as  we  have  already  men- 
tioned, under  the  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Ban  Francisco, 
passed  in  June,  1855,  and  the  subsequent  legislation  of  the 
State  and  of  the  United  States. 

Whilst  the  claim  of  the  city  of  San  Francisco  to  her  mu- 
nicipal  lands  was  pending  before  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States,  on  appeal  from  the  Board  of  Commissioners, 
the  ordinance  of  June  20th,  1865,  commonly  known,  from 
the  name  of  its  reputed  author,  as  the  Van  Ness  ordinance, 
was  passed.  By  its  second  section  the  city  relinquished  and 
granted  all  the  title  and  claim  which  she  held  to  the  lands 
within  her  corporate  limits,  as  defined  by  the  charter  of 
1851,  with  certain  exceptions,  to  the  parties  in  the  actual 
possession  thereof,  by  themselves  or  tenants,  on  or  before 
the  Ist  of  January,  1856,  provided  such  possession  was  con- 
tinued up  to  the  time  of  the  introduction  of  the  ordinance 
into  the  common  council,  or  if  interrupted  by  an  intruder  or 
trespasser,  had  been  or  might  be  recovered  by  legal  pro- 
ceedings. 
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In  March,  1858,  the  legislature  of  the  State  ratified  and 
confirmed  the  ordinance;  and  in  July,  1864,  Congress  passed 
an  act  by  which  all  the  right  and  title  of  the  United  States 
to  the  lands  were  granted  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  for 
the  uses  specified  in  the  ordinance.'*'  The  party  through 
whom  the  defendants  claim  was  in  the  actual  possession  of 
the  premises  in  controversy  at  the  time  designated  in  the 
ordinance,  and  also  on  the  passage  of  the  confirmatory  act 
of  the  legislature,  and  therefore  acquired  whatever  right  or 
title  the  city  then  possessed. 

The  claim  of  the  city  was  confirmed  in  May,  1865,  by  the 
decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  to  which 
court  the  hearing  of  the  claim  had  been  transferred;  and 
subsequently,  with  some  modifications,  by  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  March  8th,  1866.t 

The  position  of  the  defendants  is  that  by  the  possession 
of  the  party  through  whom  they  claim,  and  the  operation  of 
the  Van  Ness  ordinance,  they  acquired  an  older  and  supe- 
rior title  to  that  ceded  to  Bernal  by  the  grant  of  Figueroa. 
This  position  assumes  that  the  city  possessed  a  title  to  the 
premises  in  controversy  at  the  time  the  ordinance  was  passed, 
wherea«,  though  the  city  was  then  asserting,  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States,  her  claim  to  four  square  leagues,  the 
boundaries  of  the  tract  were  not  defined,  nor  was  it  known 
what  exceptions  and  reservations  might  be  made  from  the 
claim  when  it  should  be  considered  and  finally  determined. 
Whoever  received  deeds  from  the  city,  or  asserted  title  to 
parcels  of  land  under  the  Van  Ness  ordinance,  whilst  the 
claim  of  the  city  to  the  land  was  thus  pending,  necessarily 
held  whatever  they  took  subject  to  the  final  determination 
of  the  claim.     Their  title  stood  or  fell  with  the  claim. 

Now,  when  the  final  decree  upon  the  claim  was  made  there 
were  excepted  from  the  tract  confirmed  such  parcels  of  land 
as  had  been,  by  grants  from  lawful  authority,  vested  in  pri- 

*  15  Galiforniai  627  ;  Act  to  expedite  the  settlement  of  titles  to  lands  in 
the  State  of  California,  2  6 ;  18  Stat,  at  Large,  838. 

t  14  Stat,  at  Large,  4;  18  Id.  888,  {  4;  Grisar  v.  McDowell,  6  Wallace, 
877. 
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vate  proprietorship,  and  had  been  finally  confirmed  to  par- 
ties claiming  under  said  grants  by  the  tribunals  of  the  United 
States,  or  should  thereafter  be  finally  confirmed  to  parties 
claiming  thereunder  by  said  tribunals  in  proceedings  then 
pending  therein  for  that  purpose.  This  exception  is  not 
limited  to  parcels  of  land  claimed  under  perfect  grants,  as 
contended  by  counsel,  but  includes  all  parcels  claimed  by 
private  parties  under  grants  from  the  authorities  of  the 
former  government,  the  claims  to  which  had  been  subjected, 
or  might,  in  proceedings  then  pending,  be  subjected  to  the 
examination  of  the  tribunals  of  the  United  States,  and  had 
been,  or  might  be,  confirmed  by  them.  The  object  of  the 
exception  was  to  prevent  any  possible  controversy  between 
parties  claiming  under  the  city,  and  parties  holding  under 
grants  adjudged  valid  by  the  tribunals  of  the  United  States, 
and  to  protect  the  latter  from  being  harassed  by  further  liti- 
gation respecting  their  titles.  By  the  language,  ^'  such  par- 
cels of  land  as  have  been  by  lawful  authority  vested  in 
private  proprietorship,"  no  more  is  meant  than  parcels  of 
land  which  have  been  granted  by  lawful  authority  to  private 
parties. 

The  exception  excludes,  therefore,  from  confirmation  to 
the  city  the  land  granted  to  Bernal,  and  the  Van  Ness  ordi- 
nance did  not  operate  to  pass  any  right  or  interest  in  the 
demanded  premises  to  the  party  through  whom  the  defend- 
ants claim. 

As,  by  the  doctrine  of  relation,  the  decree  confirming  the 
title  of  the  city  took  efiect  as  of  the  day  when  her  petition 
was  presented  to  the  board  in  ^uly,  1852,  it  is  contended  that 
the  exception  is  to  be  construed  as  referring  only  to  grants, 
which  had  been  confirmed  previous  to  that  date,  or  which 
might  subsequently  be  confirmed  in  proceedings  then  pend- 
ing. But  the  position  is  not  tenable.  Such  a  construction 
is  not  required  from  any  application  of  the  doctrine  of  rela- 
tion. That  doctrine  is  applied  only  to  subserve  the  ends  of 
justice,  and  to  protect  parties  deriving  their  interests  from 
the  claimant  pending  the  proceedings  for  the  confirmation 
of  his  title.    It  gives  effect  to  the  confirmation  of  the  title 
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as  of  the  day  when  the  proceedings  to  secure  such  confirma- 
tion were  instituted;  and  for  that  purpose  only  can  the  de- 
cree be  treated  as  made  at  that  time.  No  different  inter- 
pretation is  to  be  given  to  the  language  of  the  decree  than 
would  be  given  if  the  doctrine  of  relation  had  no  appli- 
cation.* 

JUDGMBNT  AFFIRMED. 


Bennett  v.  Hunter. 

1.  The  act  of  6th  August,  1861,  '*To  provide  increased  revenue  from  im- 

ports, to  pay  interest  on  the  public  debt,  and  for  other  purposes;"  and 
the  act  of  June  7th,  18C2,  **  for  the  collection  of  direct  taxes,  in  insur- 
*  rectionary  districtS|  within  the  United  States,  and  for  other  purposes," 
are  to  be  construed  together ;  and  so  construed,  their  primary  object  U 
to  be  regarded  as  having  been  the  raising  of  revenue. 

2.  Thus  construed,  the  first  clause  of  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  1862 — 

which  clause  enacts  ^'that  the  title  of,  in,  and  to  each  and  every  piecd 
and  parcel  of  land  upon  which  said  tax  has  not  been  paid  as  above  pro- 

' '  vided,  shall  thereupon  become  forfeited  to  the  United  States,"— does 
not  operate  propria  tigwre^  to  vest  the  title  of  the  land  in  the  United 
States  upon  non-payment  of  the  tax ;  that  clause  being  followed  imme- 
diately by  another  which  says,  **and  upon  the  9aU  hereinafter  provided 
for  shall  vest  in  the  United  States,  or  in  the  purchasers  at  such  sale,  in 
fee  simple,  free  and  discharged  from  all  prior  liens,  incumbrances,  right, 
title,  and  claim  whatsoever."  The  first  clause  merely  declares  tha 
ground  of  the  forfeiture  of  title,  namely,  non-payment  of  taxes,  while 
the  second  clause  was  intended  to  work  the  actual  investment  of  the  title 
in  the  United  States  or  in  the  purchaser  at  the  tax  sale,  through  a  public 
act  of  the  government. 

B.  Under  the  act  of  1862,  the  right  to  pay  the  tax  and  relieve  the  land  from 
sale,  is  not  limited  to  sixty  days  after  the  fixing  of  the  amount  of  it  by 
the  proper  authorities.     Payment  prior  to  sale  is  sufficient. 

4.  Payment  of  the  tax,  which  the  act  requires  to  be  made  by  the  owner,  need 
not  necessarily  be  made  by  the  owner  in  person.  It  is  enough  that  it 
be  made  by  him  acting  through  some  friend  or  agent,  compensated  or 
uncompensated ;  any  person,  in  short,  willing  to  act  in  his  behalf,  and 
whose  act  is  not  disavowed  by  him. 

« 

Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  of  Virginia;  the 
case  being  thus : 

*  Jackson  v.  Bard,  4  Johnson,  280;  Heath  v.  Ross,  12  lb.  140. 
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By  an  act  of  Aagust  5th,  ISGl,"*"  passed  in  quite  the  early 
part  of  the  late  rebellion,  Congress  having  laid  a  duty  on 
incomes,  imposed  a  direct  tax  of  $20,000,000  per  annum 
upon  the  whole  of  the  United  States,  of  which  a  certain 
sum  w*a8  apportioned  to  Virginia.  The  act  provided  that 
the  tax  should  be  assessed  and  laid  on  all  lands  accord* 
ing  to  their  money  value  on  the  Ist  of  April,  1862 ;  and  it 
provided  for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  the  tax,  and 
authorized  the  sale  of  so  much  of  the  lands  of  delinquent 
payers  as  might  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  taxes  due  thereon; 
and  furthermore  provided  that  at  any  time  after  the  adver- 
tisement for  sale  and  before  actual  sale,  the  delinquent  tax- 
payer might  pay  the  amount  assessed  with  ten  per  cent, 
penalty,  and  thus  relieve  his  lands;  and  yet  further  that,  in 
the  event  of  a  sale  of  property  for  non-payment  of  the  tax 
assessed  thereon,  the  owners,  their  heirs,  executors,  admin- 
istrators, or  any  'person  in  their  behalf^  might  redeem  the  same 
within  a  certain  period  thereafter.  The  act  also  provided  that 
if,  at  the  time  it  went  into  operation,  any  of  the  people  of  any 
State  should  be  in  actual  rebellion,  so  that  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  could  not  be  executed  therein,  it  should  be  the 
duty  of  the  President  to  collect  both  land  tax  and  income 
tax,  with  six  per  cent,  interest,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  act,  as  soon  as  the  authority  of  the  government  should 
be  re-established. 

Afterwards,  however,  the  rebellion  having  now  become 
widespread,  and  assumed  far  greater  magnitude,  an  act  of 
June  7th,  1862,t  declared  that  when  in  any  State  the  civil 
authority  of  the  government  of  the  United  States  should  be 
obstructed  by  insurrection  or  rebellion,  so  that  the  provisions 
of  the  former  statute  could  not  be  peaceably  executed,  the 
direct  taxes  apportioned  by  that  statute  should  be  appor- 
tioned and  charged  in  each  State  wherein  the  civil  authority 
was  thus  obstructed,  upon  all  the  lands  situate  therein,  re- 
spectively, &c.,  as  the  same  were  enumerated  and  valued 
under  the  last  assessment  and  valuation  thereof  made  under 

•  12  SUt.  at  Large,  294.  t  lb.  422. 
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the  authority  of  said  State  or  territory  previous  to  January 
1st,  1861;  and  every  parcel  of  the  said  lands,  according  to 
the  said  valuation,  was  declared  to  be  charged,  by  virtue  of 
the  act  itself,  with  the  payment  of  so  much  of  the  whole 
tax  laid  and  apportioned  by  said  act  upon  the  State  wherein 
the  same  was  situate,  as  should  bear  the  same  direct  propor- 
tion to  the  whole  amount  of  the  direct  tax  apportioned  to 
said  State  as  the  value  of  said  parcels  of  land  should,  respec- 
tively, bear  to  the  whole  valuation  of  the  real  estate  in  the 
said  State,  according  to  the  said  assessment  and  valuation 
made  under  the  authority  of  the  same,  and  in  addition 
thereto  with  a  penalty  of  fifty  per  centum  of  said  tax. 

The  8d  section  allowed  the  owner  or  oumers  of  the  lands, 
within  sixty  days  after  the  amount  of  the  tax  charged  thereon, 
respectively,  should  have  been  fixed  by  a  board  of  tax  com- 
missioners (the  appointment  of  which  was  provided  for  by 
the  act),  to  pay  the  same  to  the  commissioners,  and  take  a 
certificate  thereof,  by  virtue  of  which  the  lands  should  be 
discharged  from  the  tax. 

The  4th  section  (which,  if  we  divide  the  enactment  into 
two  clauses,  reads  thus)  enacted  as  follows: 

1st  clause.  ''That  the  title  of,  in,  and  to  each  and  every  piece 
or  parcel  of  land  upon  which  said  tax  has  not  been  paid  as 
above  provided,  shall  thereupon  become  forfeited  to  the  United 
States. 

2d  clause.  ''  And  upon  the  sale  hereinafter  provided  for,  shall 
vest  in  the  United  States  or  in  the  purchasers  at  such  sale,  in 
fee  simple,  free  and  discharged  from  all  prior  liens,  incumbrances, 
right,  title,  and  claim  whatsoever.'' 

The  7th  section,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  February  6th, 
1868,'*'  required  the  board  of  tax  commissioners  in  case  the 
taxes  charged  on  the  lands  should  not  be  paid  agreeably  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Sd  section^  to  advertise  the  property  for  sale, 
and  to  sell  the  same  to  the  highest  bidder,  for  a  sum  not 
less  than  the  taxes,  penalty,  and  costs,  and  ten  per  cent  per 
annum  interest  on  the  tax.    And  it  also  authorized  the  com- 

*  12  Stat,  at  Large,  640. 
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missioners,  in  all  cases  where  the  owner  of  the  property 
should  not,  on  or  before  the  day  of  sale,  appear  in  person  be- 
fore them  and  pay  the  amount  of  the  tax,  with  ten  per  cent, 
interest  thereon  and  cost  of  advertising,  or  request  the  prop- 
erty to  be  struck  off  to  a  purchaser  for  a  less  sum  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  assessed  value  thereof,  to  bid  off  the  same  for 
the  United  States,  at  a  sum  not  exceeding  two-thirds  of  its 
assessed  value,  unless  some  person  should  bid  a  larger  sum, 
and  in  that  case  it  declared  that  the  property  should  be  struck 
off  to  the  highest  bidder,  who,  upon  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money,  should  be  entitled  to  receive  from  the  commissioners 
their  certificate  of  sale,  which  was  thereby  required  to  be 
received  as  primd  facie  evidence  of  the  regularity  and  validity 
of  the  sale,  and  of  the  title  of  the  purchaser  under  the  same, 
in  all  courts  and  places;  with  a  proviso  that  the  certificate 
should  only  be  affected  as  evidence  of  the  regularity  and  validity  of 
the  sale,  by  establishing  the  fact  that  the  property  was  not 
subject  to  taxes,  or  that  the  taxes  had  been  paid  previous  to 
sdUy  or  that  the  property  had  been  redeemed  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  act.  Also,.by  a  proviso  to  this  section, 
the  owner  of  the  property,  or  any  loyal  person  having  any 
valid  lien  upon  or  interest  in  the  same,  might,  within  sixty 
days  after  the  sale,  appear  in  person  before  the  board  of  tax 
commissioners,  and,  if  a  citizen,  upon  taking  an  oath  to  sup- 
port the  Constitution,  and  paying  the  amount  of  the  tax  and 
penalty,  with  interest  thereon,  from  the  date  when  the  State 
went  into  rebellion,  at  the  rate  of  fifteen  per  cent.,  together 
with  the  expenses  of  the  sale  and  subsequent  proceedings, 
Ac,  redeem  the  same;  and,  if  the  owner  were  a  minor,  a 
non-resident  alien,  a  loyal  citizen  beyond  seas,  a  person  of 
unsound  mind,  or  under  legal  disability,  the  period  of  two 
years  after  the  sale  was  allowed  for  redemption. 

Under  this  act  of  the  7th  of  June,  1862 — the  second  of 
the  acts  above  mentioned — a  tax  was  assessed  upon  a  tract 
of  land  situate  in  Alexandria  County,  Virginia,  of  which  one 
B.  W,  Hunter  was  then  owner  for  life,  the  property  in  re- 
mainder being  in  his  son,  and  default  having  been  made  in 
payment,  the  land  was  advertised  for  sale.    After  advertise- 
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ment,  but  before  sale,  the  amount  of  the  tax,  expenses,  pen- 
alties, and  costs  (the  whole  being  within  $100),  was  tendered 
6y  a  tenarUy  in  occupation  of  about  half  of  the  premises^  to  the 
commissioners  appointed  for  the  collection  of  taxes  under 
the  act,  who  refused  to  receive  the  money,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  tender  was  not  made  by  the  owner  of  the  land  in 
person.  The  land  was  then,  January  11th,  1864,  sold,  and 
one  Chittenden  became  the  purchaser,  and  received  a  cer- 
tificate from  the  commissioners,  reciting  the  sale  and  his 
purchase  for  |8000.  He  thereupon  leased  the  property  to 
one  Bennett,  who  went  into  possession.  After  the  close  of 
the  war.  Hunter,  the  son,  who  had  served  as  an  officer  in 
the  rebel  army,  but  against  whose  property  no  proceedings 
for  confiscation  had  been  instituted,  and  whose  estate  in  re- 
mainder had  now  become  absolute,  brought  suit  in  one  of 
the  State  courts  of  Virginia  to  recover  possession  of  the  land. 
No  question  was  made  of  his  right  to  recover  if  his  title  was 
not  divested  by  the  sale  for  taxes.  The  court  in  which  the 
suit  was  brought  gave  judgment  in  his  favor,  and  the  judg- 
ment being  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  of 
the  commonwealth,  the  other  side  brought  the  case  here  for 
review. 

The  case,  as  this  court  considered  it,  required  the  conside- 
ration and  determination  of  one  point  only,  namely,  whether 
the  commissioners  under  the  act  could  make  a  valid  sale  for 
taxes,  notwithstanding  the  previous  tender  by  the  tenant  of 
half  the  premises^  of  the  amount  due?  Other  important  and 
interesting  questions  were  argued  at  the  bar,  but  under  the 
view  taken  of  the  case  by  this  court  they  need  not  be  stated. 

* 
Messrs.  Chittenden  and  WUloughby  {Mr.  Hoar,  Atiomey-Oen- 

eralj  and  Mr.  Fields  Assistant  Attorney' General jjiting  a  brief  by 

leave  of  the  courts  for  the  United  States)  j  for  the  plaintiff  in  error: 

1.  Congress,  having  power  to  **lay  and  collect'*  taxes, 
and  *^  to  make  all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper 
for  carrying  into  execution"  that  power,  may,  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  enforcing  their  collection,  declare  a  forfeiture  of  land 
for  the  non-payment  of  taxes  laid  thereon,  or  authorize  a 
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sale,  by  summarjr  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  execative 
branch  of  the  government  j  of  the  whole  of  such  land.  Such 
summary  measure  is  not  in  conflict  with  that  clause  of  the 
Constitution  which  declares  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived 
of  property  without  "due  process  of  law/'* 

That  clause  refers  solely  to  the  exercise  by  the  State  of 
the  right  of  eminent  domain.f 

2.  The  4th  section  of  the  act  of  1862  created  a  forfeiture 
to  the  United  States  of  land  upon  which  the  direct  tax  had 
not  been  paid  as  provided  in  the  8d  section  of  that  act, 
which  took  efiect  at  the  time  of  default  and  prior  to  the  sale 
or  disposition  of  the  property  as  provided  for  in  the  7th  and 
other  following  sections  of  the  act. 

This  appears  from  the  plain  import  of  the  language  em- 
ployed in  declaring  the  forfeiture.  The  latter  clause  of  the 
section  does  not  qualify  the  preceding  clause  respecting  the 
time  when  the  forfeiture  becomes  absolute.  The  section  has 
two  branches — the  first  making  the  forfeiture  of  title,  and 
the  second  the  ultimate  vesting  of  that  title.  To  declare  the 
tiilej  in  the  particular  event,  to  be  forfeited  to  the  United 
States,  clearly  means  that  the  tUle  is  divested  out  of  the  de- 
faulting owner,  and  devolved  upon  the  United  States.  The 
section  does  not  say  that  the  delinquent  lands  shall  be  for- 
feited; but  that  the  title  of  the  owner  of  them  shall  be  lost 
to  him,  and  forfeited  to  the  .United  States.  But  how,  and 
for  what  purpose  forfeited  ?  The  law  itself  gives  the  reply: 
not  to  be  held  by  the  United  States  for  its  own  use,  but  to 
be  sold  for  payment  of  taxes,  penalty,  and  costs;  and  that 
sale,  under  the  scheme  of  the  law,  becomes  the  appointed 
mode  in  which  the  title  ultimately  vests.  Now,  the  condition 
of  this  sale  is  to  the  highest  bidder;  but  in  case  no  one  bids 
to  the  amount  of  the  penalty  and  costs,  then  it  may  be  struck 
oS  to  the  United  States  at  that  sum.  By  the  act  of  1862, 
as  subsequently  amended  by  the  act  of  1863,  the  privilege 
of  bidding  by  the  commissioners,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 

*  High  V.  Shoemaker,  22  California,  868 ;  Nichols  v.  Bridgeport,  28  Con- 
necticuti  206;  Allen  v.  Armstrong,  16  Iowa,  612. 
t  Gilman  v.  Sheboygan,  2  Black,  618. 
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United  States,  was  enlarged  to  the  extent  of  two-thirds  of 
the  assessed  value.  In  this  way,  the  law  appointed  and 
designated  two  classes  of  purchasers  at  the  sale — ^first,  the 
highest  bidders,  and,  secondly,  the  United  States,  acting 
through  the  commissioners,  and  subject  to  the  restrictions 
of  these  acts.  The  United  States,  as  well  as  the  highest 
bidders,  might  be  purchasers  at  these  tax  sales.  When, 
therefore,  the  latter  clause  of  this  4th  section  declares,  that 
"  the  title,  upon  the  sale  hereinafter  provided  for,  shall  vest 
in  the  United  States  or  the  purchasers  at  such  sale,''  it  has 
exclusive  reference  to  the  United  States  as  a  purcfmser^  and 
not  as  the  sovereigriy  to  whom  the  forfeiture  had  been  declared 
in  the  preceding  clause. 

After  default,  therefore,  there  was  nothing  left  in  the 
owner  but  a  mere  prwikge  of  redemption^  capable  of  being  ex- 
ercised only  in  such  mode  and  upon  such  terms  as  the  law 
prescribed. 

8.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  tax  was  paid  within  the 
sixty  days.  The  case  shows,  that  after  the  advertisement 
of  the  sale  of  said  premises  referred  to  in  said  certificate, 
and  before  sale,  a  tender  by  some  one  was  made.  But  un- 
less made  within  the  sixty  days,  it  was  no  tender  even  if  it 
had  been  made  by  the  owner  in  person.    But 

4.  The  owner  did  not  make  the  tender,  as  the  law  required. 
The  case  shows  that  the  tender  was  made  by  a  tenant  in  oc- 
cupation ofabovi  one-half  of  said  premises.  We  concede  that  a 
lawfvl  tender  of  the  tax  to  the  officer  authorized  to  receive 
it  would  have  been  tantamount  to  payment,  but  deny  that 
the  tender  in  this  case  was  lawful. 

Messrs.  J.  A .  Garfield  and  S.  F.  Beach^  contra^  citing,  on  the 
point  of  the  tenant's  tender,  the  case  of  Dubois  v.  Hepburn*  in 
this  court,  in  which,  on  a  case  of  redemption  after  sale,  and, 
as  they  argued,  a  stronger  case,  therefore,  than  this,  since 
interests  had  vested  by  the  sale,  the  court  say : 

''  Any  person  who  has  any  interest  in  the  land  ...  is  the 

*  10  Peters,  1. 
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owner  thereof  for  the  purpose  of  redemption.  Any  right  of 
eutry  upon  it,  to  its  possession  or  enjoyment  or  any  part  of  it, 
which  can  be  deemed  an  estate  in  it,  makes  the  person  the  owner 
for  purpose  of  redemption." 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  case  requires  the  consideration  and  determination  of 
one  point  only,  namely,  whether  the  commissioners  under 
the  act  could  make  a  sale  for  taxes,  notwithstanding  a  pre- 
vious tender  of  the  amount  due  ? 

In  order  to  a  right  understanding  of  the  real  point  in 
controversy,  however,  it  will  be  useful  to  notice  briefly  the 
occasion  and  the  objects  of  the  enactments  which  have  given 
rise  to  it. 

The  necessities  of  the  war,  arising  from  the  rebellion,  de- 
manded immediate  provision  of  adequate  funds.  For  this 
purpose  Congress  increased  the  duties  on  customs,  imposed 
a  duty  on  incomes,  and  laid  a  direct  tax  of  twenty  millions 
of  dollars  upon  lands.  This  latter  tax  was  apportioned, 
agreeably  to  the  direction  of  the  Constitution,  among  the 
several  States  in  proportion  to  their  respective  numbers; 
and  it  was  provided  that,  if  the  act  could  not  be  carried  into 
execution  in  any  State  in  consequence  of  rebellion,  it  should 
be  the  duty  of  the  President  to  proceed,  as  soon  as  the  au- 
thority of  the  United  States  should  be  re-established  therein, 
to  collect  both  the  land  tax  and  the  income  tax,  with  six  per 
cent,  interest. 

The  income  tax  thus  imposed  has  never  been  collected; 
but  provision  was  made  by  the  act  of  June  7th,  1862,  for 
the  collection  of  the  land  tax  in  the  insurgent  States.  This 
act,  or  some  similar  provision,  was  necessary  to  enable  the 
President  to  perform  the  duty  devolved  upon  him  by  the  act 
of  1861.  The  acts  of  1861  and  1862  are,  therefore,  to  be  con- 
strued together.  The  general  object  of  both  was  the  same, 
namely,  the  raising  of  revenue  by  a  tax  on  land.  The  first 
prescribed  a  mode  of  collection  where  the  authority  of  the 
General  Government  was  acknowledged,  and  no  serious  ob- 
stacle existed  to  the  execution  of  the  law;  the  second  di- 
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rected  the  mode  of  collection  where  this  authority  had  been 
overthrown  by  insurrection,  but  had  been  sufficiently  re- 
established to  make  collection,  to  some  extent  at  least,  prac- 
ticable. 

The  provisions  of  the  latter  act  were  necessarily  adapted 
to  the  peculiar  circumstances  in  which  it  was  to  be  executed, 
and  were  in  most  respects  more  stringent  than  those  of  the 
former.  The  first  act,  for  example,  directed  the  assessment 
of  lands  by  assessors  to  be  appointed  under  it;  the  second 
adopted  the  valuation  made  under  the  authority  of  the  sev- 
eral States  prior  to  the  rebellion,  and  charged  directly  upon 
each  parcel  of  land  its  proportion  of  the  tax  apportioned  to 
the  State.  Under  the  first  act,  delinquent  tax-payers  were 
permitted,  at  any  time  after  advertisement  for  sale,  and  be- 
fore actual  sale,  to  pay  the  amount  assessed  with  ten  per 
cent,  penalty,  and  thus  relieve  their  lands.  The  second  act 
imposed  on  each  tract,  without  respect  to  delinquency  on 
the  part  of  the  owher,  a  penalty  of  fifty  per  cent,  in  addition 
to  its  proportion  of  the  tax  upon  the  State,  and,  it  is  con- 
tended, allowed  payment  only  within  sixty  days  after  assess- 
ment. In  the  earlier  act  indulgent  provision  was  made  for 
redemption  after  sale;  in  the  latter,  onerous  conditions  were 
imposed  on  such  redemption. 

Without  adverting  further  to  particular  points  of  difference 
between  the  two  actSj  it  may  be  observed  that  their  most 
striking  contrast  was  in  their  practical  application. 

The  several  adhering  States,  under  the  act  of  1861,  as- 
sumed and  paid  their  respective  quotas,  and  collected  the 
amount  of  the  tax  from  their  own  citizens  under  their  own 
laws,  so  that  in  those  States  the  machinery  of  the  law  was 
never  really  put  in  action;  while  in  the  insurgent  States  the 
act  of  1862,  so  &r  as  it  was  executed  at  all,  was  carried  into 
effect  according  to  its  terms  by  the  officials  of  the  National 
government.  In  this  way,  the  citizens  of  the  adhering  States 
were  relieved  from  the  processes  of  collection  and  from  pen- 
alties and  forfeitures  for  non-payment,  while  the  citizens  of 
the  insurgent  States  who  could  not  be  thus  relieved  were 
exposed  to  their  unmitigated  operation. 
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Keeping  these  circumstaDces  in  view,  we  are  to  consider 
the  eftect  of  the  sale  for  taxes  made,  as  we  have  already 
stated,  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifi;  And  this  must  depend 
mainly  on  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  fourth  section 
of  the  act  of  1862. 

This  section  provides  ^*  that  the  title  of,  in,  and  to  each 
and  every  piece  and  parcel  of  land  upon  which  said  tax  has 
not  been  paid  as  above  provided,  shall  thereupon  become 
forfeited  to  the  United  States;  and  upon  the  sale  hereinafter 
provided  for  shall  vest  in  the  United  States,  or  in  the  pur- 
chasers at  such  sale,  in  fee  simple,  free  and  discharged  from 
all  prior  liens,  incumbrances,  right,  title,  and  claim  whatso- 


ever." 


And  we  are  first  to  consider  whether  the  first  clause  of 
this  section,  propria  vigore^  worked  a  transfer  to  the  United 
States  of  the  land  declared  to  be  forfeited. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  have  insisted  earn- 
estly that  such  was  its  effect.  But  it  must  be  remembered 
that  the  primary  object  of  the  act  was,  undoubtedly,  revenue, 
to  be  raised  by  collection  of  taxes  assessed  upon  lands.  It 
is  true  that  a  different  purpose  appears  to  have  dictated  the 
provisions  relating  to  redemption  after  sale,  and  to  the  dis- 
position of  the  lands  purchased  by  this  government;  a  policy 
which  had  reference  to  the  suppression  of  rebellion  rather 
than  to  revenue.  But  this  purpose  did  not  affect  the  opera- 
tion of  the  act  before  sale,  for  until  sale  actually  made  there 
could  be,  properly,  no  redemption.  The  assessment  of  the 
tax  merely  created  a  lien  on  the  land,  which  might  be  dis- 
charged by  the  payment  of  the  debt.  And  it  seems  unrea- 
sonable to  give  to  the  act,  considered  as  a  revenue  measure, 
a  construction  which  would  defeat  the  right  of  the  owner  to 
pay  the  amount  assessed  and  relieve  his  lands  from  the  lien. 
The  first  clause  of  the  act,  therefore,  is  not  to  be  considered 
as  working  an  actual  transfer  of  the  land  to  the  United 
States,  if  a  more  liberal  construction  can  be  given  to  it  con- 
sistently with  its  terms. 

Now  the  general  principles  of  the  law  of  forfeiture  seem 
to  be  inconsistent  with  such  a  transfer.     Without  pausing  to 
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inquire  whether,  in  any  case,  the  title  of  a  citizen  to  his  laud 
can  be  divested  by  forfeiture  and  vested  absolutely  in  the 
United  States,  without  any  inquisition  of  record  or  some 
public  transaction  equivalent  to  office  found,  it  is  certainly 
proper  to  assume  that  an  act  of  sovereignty  so  highly  penal 
is  not  to  be  inferred  from  language  capable  of  any  milder 
construction.^  In  the  case  of  lands  forfeited  by  alienage 
the  king  could  not  acquire  an  interest  in  the  lands  except 
by  inquest  of  office. f  And  so  of  other  instances  where  the 
title  of  the  sovereign  was  derived  from  forfeiture.  And  in 
the  case  of  United  Stales  v.  Repentigny^X  where  the  forfeiture 
to  the  government  of  lands  arose  from  omission  to  perform 
the  conditions  of  the  grant,  this  court  held  that  before  the 
forfeiture  could  be  consummated  by  reunion  of  the  land  with 
the  public  domain,  '^  a  judicial  inquiry  should  be  instituted; 
or,  in  the  technical  language  of  the  common  law,  office  found, 
or  its  legal  equivalent,"  should  t^ke  place.  The  court  said 
further  that  '^  a  legislative  act  directing  the  possession  and 
appropriation  of  the  land  is  equivalent  to  office  found." 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  case  in  hand,  it  seems 
quite  clear  that  the  first  clause  of  the  fourth  section  was  not 
intended  by  Congress  to  have  the  effect  attributed  to  it, 
independently  of  the  second  clause.  It  does  not  direct  the 
possession  and  appropriation  of  the  land.  It  was  designed 
rather,  as  we  think,  to  declare  the  ground  of  the  forfeiture 
of  title,  namely,  non-payment  of  taxes,  while  the  second 
clause  was  intended  to  work  the  actual  investment  of  the 
title  through  a  public  act  of  the  government  in  the  United 
States,  or  in  the  purchaser  at  the  tax  sale.  The  sale  was  the 
public  act,  which  is  the  equivalent  of  office  found.  What 
preceded  the  sale  was  merely  preliminary,  and,  indepen- 
dently of  the  sale,  worked  no  divestiture  of  title.  The  title, 
indeed,  was  forfeited  by  non-payment  of  the  tax;  in  other 
words,  it  became  subject  to  be  vested  in  the  United  States, 
and,  upon  public  sale,  became  actually  vested  in  the  United 
States  or  in  any  other  purchaser;  but  not  before  such  public 

*  Fairfax's  Devisee  v.  Hunter's  Losseei  7  Cranch,  626. 

f  8  filackfitone's  Commentaries,  258.  %  ^  Wallace,  266. 
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sale.  It  follows  that  in  the  case  before  as  the  title  remained 
in  the  tenant  for  life  with  remainder  to  the  defendant  in 
error,  at  least  until  sale;  though  forfeited,  in  the  sense  just 
stated,  to  the  United  States. 

But  it  has  been  insisted  that  the  right  to  pay  the  tax  and 
relieve  tne  land  from  sale  expired  at  the  end  of  sixty  days 
after  the  amount  was  fixed  by  the  proper  authority. 

It  does  not  appear  when  the  amount  was  fixed,  or  when 
the  sixty  days  ended.  It  may  be  inferred,  perhaps,  from  the 
fact  of  sale,  that  default  for  payment  had  continued  at  least 
through  that  time,  for  otherwise  there  could  have  been  no 
power  to  sell. 

If  this  inference  be  admitted,  however,  it  by  no  means 
follows  that  the  right  to  pay  the  tax  and  have  the  land  dis- 
charged from  it  expired  with  the  sixty  days.  It  is  more 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  this  right  remained  as  long  as 
the  title  of  the  land  remained  in  the  owner — that  is,  until 
after  sale.  And  this  view  is  confirmed  by  reference  to  an- 
other part  of  the  act.  The  seventh  section  gives  direction 
as  to  sales,  the  issue  of  certificates  of  sale  to  purchasers,  and 
proceedings  for  redemption  after  sale,  and  then  provides 
that  '^  the  certificate  of  sale  shall  only  be  afiected,  as  evi- 
dence of  the  regularity  and  validity  of  sale,  by  establishing 
the  fact  that  the  property  was  not  subject  to  taxed,  or  that 
the  taxes  had  been  paid  previous  to  the  sale,  or  that  the 
property  had  been  redeemed  according  to  the  provisions  of 
this  act,"  This  provision  makes  it  clear  that  proof  of  pay- 
ment of  taxes  prior  to  the  sale  invalidates  the  certificate, 
and  this  could  not  be  unless  th*e  right  to  pay  the  tax  con- 
tinued until  the  sale.  This  seems  to  leave  no  doubt  on  the 
point  that  the  right  to  make  such  payment  was  not  strictly 
limited  to  sixty  days  after  the  fixing  of  the  amount  of  the  tax. 

But  to  whom  did  the  right  to  make  this  payment  belong? 
The  obvious  answer  is,  to  the  owner,  either  acting  in  person 
or  through  some  friend  or  agent,  compensated  or  uncom- 
pensated. The  terms  of  the  act  are,  that  the  owner  or 
owners  may  pay ;  and  it  is  familiar  law  that  acts  done  by 
VOL.  IX.  22 
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one  in  behalf  of  another  are  valid  if  ratified  either  expressly 
or  by  implication,  and  that  such  ratification  will  be  presumed 
in  furtherance  of  justice. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  right  of  payment  is  limited  by 
the  act  to  the  actual  owner  in  his  proper  person.  But  we 
perceive  no  such  limitation  in  its  terms.  On  the  contrary, 
the  fact  that  the  privilege  of  redemption  after  sale  is  limited 
to  the  owner  or  the  loyal  person  having  a  lien  or  other  in- 
terest, appearing  in  proper  person  and  taking  a  prescribed 
oath,  appears  to  us  to  afford  an  irresistible  inference  that  the 
right  of  payment  before  sale  is  not  so  limited.  It  is  a  right 
which,  under  the  act,  belongs  to  the  owner,  and  no  oath  is 
required  in  order  to  its  exercise.  It  is  a  right  to  be  exer- 
cised under  the  act  as  a  law  for  raising  revenue.  It  is  ex- 
pressly distinguished  from  the  privilege  of  redemption  after 
sale  and  complete  divestiture  of  title,  which  is  accorded 
upon  very  different  principles,  and  in  pursuance  of  a  very 
different  policy.  We  cannot  doubt  that  it  might  be  properly 
exercised  by  the  owner  in  person,  or  through  any  other  per- 
son willing  to  act  in  his  behalf  and  not  disavowed  by  him. 

The  a{>plication  of  these  principles  decides  the  case  before 
us.  The  title  and  possession  of  the  land,  at  the  time  of  as- 
sessment, was  in  B.  W,  Hunter  for  life,  with  remainder  in 
fee  to  his  son,  the  defendant  iu  error.  The  life  estate  ter- 
minated, and  the  fee  became  vested  in  1864.  The  sum  due 
the  United  States  for  taxes,  penalty,  and  costs,  was  tendered 
to  the  commissioners  before  sale,  and  it  was  their  duty  to 
accept  it.  The  tender  was  not  objected  to  as  insufficient, 
but  was  refused  solely  because  not  made  by  the  owner  in 
person.  This  refusal  not  being  warranted  by  the  act,  the 
tender  must  be  held  good.  The  certificate  of  sale  under 
which  the  plaintiff*  in  error  claims  title  cannot,  therefore,  be 
sustained.  The  sale  must  he  regarded  in  law  as  having  been 
made  after  the  payment  of  the  tax,  and  as  insufficient  to  vest 
the  title  to  the  land  in  the  purchaser. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 

Virginia  must  be 

Affirmed. 
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1.  The  act  of  March  28d,  1868,  «  relating  to  Habeas  CbrpuSt  and  regulating 

Jadicial  proceedings  in  certain  cases/'  applies  only  to  suits  for  acts  done 
or  omitted  to  be  done  during  the  rebellion. 

2.  It  does  not  apply  to  actions  of  ejectment. 

8.  The  act  of  July  17th,  1862,  *<  to  suppress  insurrection,  to  punish  treason 
and  rebellion,  to  seise  and  confiscate  the  property  of  rebels,  and  for 
other  purposes,"  and  the  joint  resolution  of  the  same  date  explanatory 
of  it,  are  to  be  construed  together. 

4.  Under  the  two  thus  construed  all  that  could  be  sold  by  virtue  of  a  decree 
of  condemnation  and  order  of  sale  under  the  act  was  a  right  to  the  prop- 
erty seized,  terminating  with  the  life  of  the  person  for  whose  offence  it 
had  been  seized. 

6.  The  fact  that  such  person  owned  the  estate  in  fee  simple,  and  that  the 
libel  was  against  all  the  right,  title,  interest,  and  estate  of  such  person, 
and  that  the  sale  and  marshal's  deed  professed  to  convey  as  much,  does 
not  change  the  result. 

Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  of  Virginia,  the 
case  being  this: 

Congress,  by  an  act  commonly  called  the  Confiscation  Act, 
passed  July  17th,  1862,*  during  the  late  rebellion,  "  to  sup- 
press insurrection,  to  punish  treason  and  rebellion,  to  seize 
and  confiscate  the  property  of  rebels,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses," after  enacting  that  treason  should  be  punished  with 
death,  provides : 

"Section  5.  That  to  insure  the  speedy  terralDaiion  of  the 
•  present  rebellion,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  cause  the  seizure  of  all  the  estate  and  property 
...  of  the  persons  hereinafter  named,  and  to  apply  and  use 
the  same,  and  the  proceeds  thereof,  for  the  support  of  the  army 
of  the  United  States." 

This  6th  section  proceeded  to  name  six  classes  of  persons 
whose  property  should  be  liable  to  seizure,  and  first  among 
them : 

"  Any  person  hereafter  acting  as  an  officer  of  the  army  or 
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navy  of  the  rebels  in  arms  against  the  government  of  the  United 
States." 

And  the  last  clause  of  it  enacts  that 

*^  It  shall  be  a  sufficient  bar  to  any  suit  brought  by  such  per- 
son for  the  possession  or  use  of  such  property,  ...  to  allege 
and  prove  that  he  is  one  of  the  persons  described  in  this  section.*' 

The  act  proceeds : 

'*  Section  7.  That  to  secure  the  condemnation  and  sale  of  any 
such  property,  after  the  same  shall  have  been  seized,  so  that  it* 
shall  be  made  available  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  proceedings  in 
rem  shall  be  instituted  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  in  any 
District  Court  thereof,  or  any  Territorial  court,  within  which 
the  .  .  .  property  above  described  may  be  found ; . .  .  which  pro- 
ceedings shall  conform,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  to  proceedings  in 
admiralty  or  revenue  cases;  and  if  said  property  .  .  .  shall  be 
found  to  have  belonged  to  a  person  engaged  in  rebellion,  .  .  . 
the  same  shall  be  condemned  as  enemies'  prdperty,  and  become 
the  property  of  the  United  States,  and  may  be  disposed  of  as 
the  court  shall  decree,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  paid  into  the 
treasury  of  the  United  States  for  the  purposes  aforesaid. 

''  Section  8.  That  the  several  courts  aforesaid  shall  have  power 
to  make  such  orders,  establish  such  forms  of  decree  and  sale, 
and  direct  such  deeds  and  conveyances  to  be  executed  and  de- 
livered by  the  marshals  thereof,  where  real  estate  shall  be  the 
subject  of  sale,  as  shall  fitly  and  efficiently  effect  the  purposes 
of  this  act,  and  vest  in  the  purchasers  of  such  property  good 
and  valid  titles  thereto. 

"  Section  14.  That  the  courts  of  the  United  States  shall  have 
full  power  to  institute  proceedings,  make  orders,  and  do  all  other 
things  necessary  to  carry  this  act  into  effect.' 


ff 


By  the  latter  clause  of  a  "joint  resolution  explanatory  "♦ 
of  this  act,  passed  on  the  same  day  with  it,  it  was  resolved 
by  Congress  that  no  punishment  or  proceedings  under  the 
act  should  be  ^^  so  construed  as  to  work  a  forfeiture  of  the 
real  estate  of  the  offender  beyond  his  natural  life" 

It  was  a  part  of  the  history  of  this  legislation  of  July  17th, 
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1862;  that  the  then  President,  Mr.  Lincoln,  immediately  after 
the  passage  of  the  act  by  both  houses  of  Congress,  had  pre- 
pared the  draft  of  a  message  objecting  to  provisions  that 
might  result  "  in  the  divesting  of  title  forever,*'  and  sug- 
gesting or  showing  that  the  bill,  as  Congress  had  passed  it, 
was  in  conflict  with  that  clause  of  the  Constitution,  which 
ordains  that  ^^  no  attainder  o£  treason  shall  work  corruption 
of  blood  or  forfeiture,  except  during  the  life  of  the  person 
attainted  ;"*  that  before  his  message  was  presented  to  Con- 
gress, the  joint  resolution,  above  quoted,  was  passed  to  re- 
move his  objections;  and  that  the  President,  in  a  message 
of  July  17th,  1862,  mentioned,  that  before  he  was  informed 
of  the  resolution,  he  had  prepared  the  draft  of  a  message, 
stating  objections  to  the  bill  becoming  a  law;  a  copy  of 
which  draft  he  submitted ;  and  also  mentioned  that,  consid- ' 
ering  the  act  of  Congress,  and  the  joint  resolution  explana- 
tory thereof,  as  substantially  one,  he  approved  and  signed 
both. 

Under  this  act,  above  quoted,  as  appeared  by  a  case 
agreed  on  and  stated,  in  the  nature  of  a  special  verdict,  the 
District  Attorney  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Virginia,  in  September,  1863,  caused  a  tract  of  land 
in  the  eastern  part  of  Virginia,  of  which  a  certain  French 
Forrest  (a  person  acting  as  an  officer  of  the  navy  of  the  so- 
called  Confederate  States,  from  July  1st,  1862,  to  April, 
1865,  and  thus  one  of  the  persons  described  in  the  5th  sec- 
tion of  the  above  quoted  act),  was  seized  and  possessed  infeey 
to  be  seized.  A  libel  was  afterwards,  on  the  9th  November 
in  the  same  year,  filed  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  in 
accordance  with  the  act,  in  the  District  Court  of  the  district 
just  named,  '^  against  all  the  rightj  tilUj  and  interest,  and  esthete 
of  the  said  French  Forrest,  in  and  to  the  said  tract  of  landJ*' 
The  said  libel  proceeded  to  judgment  in  accordance  with 
the  act,  and  on  the  9th  of  ITovember,  1863,  an  order  of  con- 
demnation was  made  by  the  court,  by  which  it  was  de- 
creed that  the  clerk  should  issue  a  vendUumi  exponas  to  the 

*  Art  8,  2  8,  clause  2.  I 
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marshal,  and  that  the  property  described  in  the  libel  be 
sold  by  the  marshal  of  the  district,  for  cash,  to  the  highest 
bidder,  and  that  he  execute  a  deed  to  the  purchaser  for  the 
same. 

lu  pursuance  of  the  decree  the  land  was  publicly  sold,  and 
knocked  off*  on  the  10th  July,  1864,  to  one  Buntley,  to  whom 
the  marshal  made  a  deed  reciting  the  venditicmi.  -BuDtley's 
rights  under  the  sale  became  afterwards  vested  in  a  certain 
Bigelow.  Forrest  died  intestate  November  24th,  1866, and  his 
only  child  and  heir-at-law,  Douglass  Forrest — ^whom  the  cases 
agreed  on  stated  was  '^  one  of  the  persons  described  in  said 
section  5th,  that  is  to  say,  who  acted  as  an  officer  of  the  army 
and  navy  of  the  so-called  Confederate  States,  from  and  after 
the  passage  of  the  said  act  till  April,  1865," — ^brought  an 
action  of  ejectment^  on  the  1st  of  April  following,  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Fairfax  County,  one  of  the  State  courts  of  Vir- 
ginia, against  Bigelow,  to  recover  the  land,  averring  seizure 
in  himself  on  the  1st  of  January,  1867- 

The  defendant  having  pleaded  to  issue,  on  the  8th  day  of 
November,  1867,  filed  his  petition  for  the  removal  of  the 
cause  into  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March 
3d,  1863,*  entitled  ''An  act  relating  to  habeas  corpus,  and 
regulating  judicial  proceedings  in  certain  cases." 

This  act  thus  provides: 

"  Section  4.  That  any  order  of  the  President  or  under  his  au- 
thority, made  at  any  time  during  the  existence  of  the  present  rebellion, 
shall  be  a  defence  in  all  courts  to  any  action  or  prosecution,  civil 
or  criminal,  pending  or  to  be  commenced,  for  Any  search,  seizure, 
arrest  or  imprisonment  made,  done,  or  committed,  or  acts  omitted 
to  be  done  under  and  by  virtue  of  such  order  or  under  color  of 
any  law  of  Congress. 

<*  Section  5.  That  if  any  suit  or  prosecution,  civil  or  crimiDal, 
has  been  or  shall  be  commenced  in  any  State  court  against  aay 
oflScer,  civil  or  military,  or  against  any  other  person  for  any 
arrest  or  imprisonment  made,  or  other  trespasses  or  wrongs  done  or 

•  12  SUt.  al  Lu^,  75& 
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committed^  or  any  act  omitted  to  be  done  at  any  time  during  the  present 
rebellion,  by  virtue  or  under  color  of  any  authority  derived  from 
or  exercised  by  or  under  the  President  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  act  of  Congress;  and  the  defendant  shall  ....:.  in  the 
coart  in  which  such  suit  or  prosecution  is  pending  file  a  petition, 
BtatiDg  the  fact  verified  by  affidavit,  for  the  removal  of  the  cause 
for  trial  at  the  next  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  to  be 
holden  in  the  district  where  the  suit  is  pending,  and  offer  good 
and  sufficient  surety  for  his  filing  in  such  court,  on  the  fii*st  day  of 
its  session,  copies  of  such  process  and  other  proceedings  against 
bioi,  &c.,  ....  it  shall  then  be  the  duty  of  the  State  court  to 
accept  the  surety  and  proceed  no  further  in  the  cause  or  prose- 
cution  And  copies  being  filed,  as  aforesaid,  in  such  court 

of  the  United  States,  the  cause  sh&ll  proceed  therein  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  it  had  been  brought  in  said  court  by  original  pro- 
cess," 


Bigelow's  petition  for  removal  complied  with  the  requisi- 
tions of  this  statute,  respecting  the  form  of  procedure  for 
removal. 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  was,  however,  denied,  and,  by 
agreement  of  the  parties,  the  case  already  set  forth,  was 
stated  in  the  nature  of  a  special  verdict,  upon  which  the 
court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.    A  petition  was  then 
presented  to  the  District  Court  of  Appeals  praying  for  a  writ 
of  supersedeas  to  tho  judgment,  and  assigning  as  errors  that 
the  Circuit  Court  denied  the  motion  to  remove  the  cause  into 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  upon  the  petition 
which  had  been  filed  for  such  removal,  and  also  that  the 
judgment  was  not  warranted  by  the  facts  found  in  the  agree- 
ment made  in  lieu  of  a  special  verdict,  and  that  it  was  against 
the  law  and  the  evidence.     The  District  Court  of  Appeals, 
however,  being  of  opinion  that  no  error  had  been  committed 
in  the  cause  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Fairfax  County,  refused 
the  supersedeas.    A  petition  was  then  presented  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State,  com- 
plaining of  the  action  of  the  District  Court  of  Appeals,  and 
praying  for  a  writ  of  supersedeas  to  the  judgment,  assigning 
the  same  errors  which  he  had  assigned  in  his  petition  to  the 


342  BiGBLow  V.  Forrest.  [Sup.  Ct. 

Statement  of  the  case. 

marshal,  and  that  the  property  described  in  the  libel  be 
sold  by  the  marshal  of  the  district,  for  cash,  to  the  highest 
bidder,  and  that  he  execute  a  deed  to  the  purchaser  for  the 
same. 

In  pursuance  of  the  decree  the  land  was  publicly  sold,  and 
knocked  off*  on  the  10th  July,  1864,  to  one  Buntley,  to  whom 
the  marshal  made  a  deed  reciting  the  vencUiiani,  -Buntley's 
rights  under  the  sale  became  afterwards  vested  in  a  certain 
Bigelow.  Forrest  died  intestate  November  24th,  1866,  and  his 
only  child  and  heir-at-law,  Douglass  Forrest — whom  the  cases 
agreed  on  stated  was  ^^  one  of  the  persons  described  in  said 
section  5th,  that  is  to  say,  who  acted  as  an  officer  of  the  army 
and  navy  of  the  so-called  Confederate  States,  from  and  after 
the  passage  of  the  said  act  till  April,  1865," — ^brought  an 
action  of  ejectment^  on  the  1st  of  April  following,  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Fairfax  County,  one  of  the  State  courts  of  Vir- 
ginia, against  Bigelow,  to  recover  the  land,  averring  seizure 
in  himself  on  the  1st  of  January,  1867. 

The  defendant  having  pleaded  to  issue,  on  the  8th  day  of 
November,  1867,  filed  his  petition  for  the  removal  of  the 
cause  into  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March 
3d,  1863,*  entitled  ''An  act  relating  to  habeas  corpus,  and 
regulating  judicial  proceedings  in  certain  cases." 

This  act  thus  provides: 

"  Section  4.  That  any  order  of  the  President  or  under  his  au- 
thority, made  at  any  time  during  the  existence  of  the  present  rebellion, 
shall  be  a  defence  in  all  courts  to  any  action  or  prosecution,  civil 
or  criminal,  pending  or  to  be  commenced,  for  hny  search, seizure^ 
arrest  or  imprisonment  made,  done,  or  committed,  or  acts  omitted 
to  be  done  under  and  by  virtue  of  such  order  or  under  color  of 
any  law  of  Congress. 

'^  Section  5.  That  if  any  suit  or  prosecution,  civil  or  criminal, 
has  been  or  shall  be  commenced  in  any  State  court  against  any 
officer,  civil  or  military,  or  against  any  other  person  for  any 
arrest  or  imprisonment  made,  or  other  trespasses  or  wrongs  done  or 

*  12  Stat,  at  Large,  766. 
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committed^  or  any  act  omitted  to  be  done  at  any  time  during  the  present 
rebellion,  by  virtae  or  under  color  of  any  authority  derived  from 
or  exercised  by  or  under  the  President  of  the  United  States,  or 

any  act  of  Congress;  and  the  defendant  shall in  the 

court  in  which  such  suit  or  prosecution  is  pending  file  a  petition, 
stating  the  fact  verified  by  affidavit,  for  the  removal  of  the  cause 
for  trial  at  the  next  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  to  be 
holden  in  the  district  where  the  suit  is  pending,  and  offer  good 
and  sufficient  surety  for  his  filing  in  such  court,  on  the  fii*st  day  of 
its  session,  copies  of  such  process  and  other  proceedings  against 
him,  &c.,  ....  it  shall  then  be  the  duty  of  the  State  court  to 
accept  the  surety  and  proceed  no  further  in  the  cause  or  prose- 
cution  And  copies  being  filed,  as  aforesaid,  in  such  court 

of  the  United  States,  the  cause  sh&U  proceed  therein  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  it  had  been  brought  in  said  court  by  original  pro- 
cess." 


Bigelow's  petition  for  removal  complied  with  the  requisi* 
tions  of  this  statute,  respecting  the  form  of  procedure  for 
removal. 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  was,  however,  denied,  and,  by 
agreement  of  the  parties,  the  case  already  set  forth,  was 
stated  in  the  nature  of  a  special  verdict,  upon  which  the 
court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  A  petition  was  then 
presented  to  the  District  Court  of  Appeals  praying  for  a  writ 
of  supersedeas  to  tlio  judgment,  and  assigning  as  errors  that 
the  Circuit  Court  denied  the  motion  to  remove  the  cause  into 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  upon  the  petition 
which  had  been  filed  for  such  removal,  and  also  that  the 
judgment  was  not  warranted  by  the  facts  found  in  the  agrees 
ment  made  in  lieu  of  a  special  verdict,  and  that  it  was  against 
the  law  and  the  evidence.  The  District  Court  of  Appeals, 
however,  being  of  opinion  that  no  error  had  been  committed 
in  the  cause  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Fairfax  County,  refused 
the  supersedeas.  A  petition  was  then  presented  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State,  com- 
plaining of  the  action  of  the  District  Court  of  Appeals,  and 
praying  for  a  writ  of  supersedeas  to  the  judgment,  assigning 
the  same  errors  which  he  had  assigned  in  his  petition  to  the 
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District  Coart.  The  application  to  the  Sapreme  Court  was 
unsuccessful.  The  supersedeas  was  denied,  and  thereupon 
the  present  writ  of  error  was  sued  out.  There  were  two 
questions,  therefore,  presented  by  the  record : 

Ist.  The  question  whether  there  was  error  in  the  refusal 
of  the  State  Circuit  Court  to  allow  a  removal  of  the  cause 
into  the  Federal  court;  for  if  there  was  not,  then  obviously 
there  was  no  ground  for  complaint  that  the  Court  of  Appeals 
had  refused  a  supersedeas  to  the  judgment  because  such  re- 
moval had  not  been  allowed. 

2d.  The  question  whether  there  was  error  in  the  judgment 
of  the  court  upon  the  merits  of  the  case. 

Messrs.  Poland  and  WtUoughbi/y  for  BigeloWy  the  plamtiff  in 
error : 

1.  The  court  erred  in  denying  the  motion  to  remove  the 
cause,  for  the  action  asserted  a  trespass  or  tcrong  to  have  been 
committed^  and  so  fell  within  the  act  of  March  3d,  1863. 

The  act  on  which  the  ejectment  was  founded  was  at  least 
committed  under  color  of  an  act  of  Congress,  and  also  under 
color  of  an  order  given  by  authority  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 

2.  The  decree  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
con<femning  and  confiscating  all  (he  right^  titUj  and  interest  of 
the  original  owner,  under  the  act  of  July  17th,  1862,  or  Con- 
fiscation Act,  is  binding  upon  all  but  appellate  courts.  Such 
decree  cannot  be  collaterally  assailed,  especially  by  a  State 
court,  except  by  showing  that  such  District  Court  did  not 
have  jurisdiction. 

It  is  agreed  that  the  land  was  seized  under  the  act.  Pro- 
ceedings were  had  ^^  in  accordance  with  said  act.^'  The  act 
prescribes  that  the  '^  proceedings  shall  conform  as  nearly  as 
may  be  to  proceedings  in  admiralty  or  revenue  cases."  Reg- 
ularity in  all  that  was  done  is  of  course  to  be  inferred. 

By  the  act  all  the  property  is  to  be  seized.  No  other 
seizure  would  have  been  proper  under  the  act.  A  lite-estate 
could  not  have  been  seized,  for  the  act  did  not  direct  it,  nor 
did  the  owner  have  a  life-estate.     The  ofiicer  could  not 
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make  a  seizure  of  separate  interests.     He  is  to  take  the  prop- 
erty belonging  to  the  person, 

3.  Douglass  Forrest,  plaintiff  below,  is  admitted  to  have 
been,  like  his  father  was,  one  of  the  persons  described  in  the 
fifth  section  of  the  Confiscation  Act  The  latter  part  of  that 
section  declares  that  ^^  it  shall  be  a  sufficient  bar  to  any  suit 
brought  by  such  person  for  the  possession  or  the  use  of  such 
property,  or  any  of  it,  to  allege  and  prove  that  he  is  one  of 
the  persons  described  in  this  section.^'  No  amount  of  argu- 
ment could  show  more  clearly  that  Douglass  Forrest  cannot 
maintain  this  action,  than  this  statement  in  the  law  itself. 
It  is  decisive  of  this  whole  case. 

4.  The  decree  of  the  District  Court,  confiscating  all  the 
rightj  iiUe^  and  interest  of  the  original  owner,  was  authorized 
by  the  law.  This  is  not  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  bill 
of  attainder.  The  clause  of  the  Constitution  concerning  this 
subject  had  reference  to  bills  of  attainder  which  were  com- 
mon to  the  English  Parliament,  and  had  often  been  resorted 
to  by  several  of  the  colonial  legislatures  during  the  revolution, 
by  which  it  often  happened  that  the  estates  of  persons  were 
confiscated  o/i^*  their  deaths  and  without  conviction  or  trial, 
and  often  when  such  estates  had  passed  into  the  hands  of 
innocent  holders.  The  true  construction  of  this  clause  is 
that  no  attainder  of  treason  should  work  a  forfeiture  excqf>t 
during  the  life  of  the  person  attainted;  that  is,  that  it  should 
be  done  during  his  life.  But  this  limitation  upon  bills  of 
attainder  does  not  apply  to  proceedings  in  courts,  in  individ- 
ual cases,  where  there  are  regular  trials  and  formal  proceed- 
ings in  which  the  individual  has  full  opportunity  to  defend. 

The  last  clause  of  the  joint  resolution,  explanatory  of  the 
Confiscation  Act,  was  passed  out  of  superfiuous  caution  to 
keep  the  act  within  the  limits  of  the  Constitution.  It  em- 
ploys the  very  language  of  the  Constitution,  except  in  one 
word,  which  must  have  been  inserted  inadvertently  in  the 
hurry  attending  the  passing  of  many  resolutions  with  this, 
upon  the  last  day  of  a  long  session.  It  was  inserted  because 
of  the  suggestion  of  the  President,  and  because  of  his  great 
desire  to  keep  within  the  bounds  of  the  Constitution.    But 
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neither  the  President  nor  Congress  had  fully  considered  the 
effect  of  the  clause  of  the  Constitution. 

Any  other  construction  of  the  real  intention  of  Congress 
than  that  which  we  give  it,  would  defeat  the  object  of  the 
bill,  which  was  to  raise  money  for  the  support  of  the  army. 
The  life  of  a  traitor,  liable  to  be  executed  for. his  crime,, 
especially  if  the  government  could  get  him  into  custody, 
might  be  supposed  to  be  very  short.  In  any  event  the 
tenure  of  a  mere  life-estate  would  be  so  uncertain,  that  but 
very  little  money  could  be  raised  upon  it.  Such  estates 
would  not'  be  improved,  and  instead  of  building  up  the 
country  with  loyal  men  upon  these  estates,  as  was  contem* 
plated,  the  tendency  would  be  to  destroy  and  impoverish  it. 
Such  a  construction  should  not  be  given  to  an  act  of  Con- 
gress if  it  is  possible  to  give  any  other  reasonable  view  of 
its  intention. 

Again,  the  act  has  at  least  equal  force  with  the  joint 
resolution.  Both  were  approved  by  the  President  on  the 
same  day,  and  became  a  law  at  the  same  time.  But  the  act 
says  that  all  the  property  shall  be  seized,  and  the  same  shall 
be  condemned.  If  the  construction  contended  for  by  the 
defendant  in  error  be  allowed,  then  one  exactly  contradicts 
the  other.  If  this  be  so  we  must  give  effect  to  that  part 
of  the  bill  which  will  be  most  consistent  with  its  whole  ob- 
ject. The  word  forfeiture  is. always  spoken ^of  as  referring 
to  aU  the  interest  a  man  has  in  property.  It  is  one  of  the 
modes  of  absolute  conveyance  of  real  estate,  and  the  word  is 
never  used  in  any  other  legal  sense.'*' 

If  any  other  construction  is  given  to  the  word  forfeiture 
than  that  for  which  we  contend,  both  in  the  Constitution 
and  the  act,  and  which  is  the  universal  legal  construction  of 
the  word,  we  shall  be  led  into  difficulties  which  cannot  be 
solved  by  any  known  rules  of  law.  Can  it  be  said  to  affect 
only  the  life-estate  ?  But  the  interest  of  the  owner  is  not 
that  of  a  life-estate.  He  holds  in  fee.  Can  the  legislature 
determine  that  an  estate  in  fee  shall  be  a  life-estate,  or  that 


*  2  Blackstone's  CommentarieB,  267. 
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it  can  be  divided  into  one  estate  for  life  and  some  other  in- 
terest ?  If  it  does  make  this  separation  there  must  be  a  re- 
mainder. Who  is  the  holder  of  this?  not  his  heirs,  for  there 
can  be  no  heirs  of  the  living.  Besides  a  remainder  must 
pass  from  the  grantor  at  the  same  time  with  the  creation  of 
the  particular  estate,  and  must  be  supported  by  such  particu- 
lar estate,  and  if  this  fails  the  remainder  falls  with  it.  Can 
there  be  any  inheritance  from  the  estate  which  is  left  in  the 
original  owner  ?  What  kind  of  an  estate  is  it  that  he  has 
left  which  can  descend  to  heirs  ?  What  is  there  left  upon 
which  an  inheritance  can  be  built,  and  what  would  be  the 
name  of  such  estate  ?  The  first  rule  of  inheritance  is,  that 
the  inheritance  must  be  from  a  person  who  dies  seized  of 
the  estate. 

Mr.  Conway  Bobinsony  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  STRONG  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  first  question  presented  by  the  record  for  our  con- 
sfderation  is  whether  there  was  error  in  the  i^fusal  of  the 
State  Circuit  Court  to  allow  a  removal  of  the  cause  into  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States ;  for  if  there  was  not, 
there  is  no  ground  for  complaint  that  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Appeals  had  denied  a  supersedeas  to  the  judgment  because 
the  removal  prayed  for  had  not  been  allowed. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  March  8d,  1868,  under  which  the 
right  to  remove  the  cause  was  claimed,  and  under  which  the 
right  existed,  if  it  existed  at  all,  enacted,  in  its  fifth  section, 
that  if  any  suit  or  prosecution,  civil  or  criminal,  had  been  or 
should  be  commenced  in  any  State  court  against  any  ofiScer, 
civil  or  military,  or  against  any  other  person,  for  any  arrest 
or  imprisonment  made,  or  other  trespasses  or  wrongs  done 
or  committed,  or  any  act  omitted  to  be  done,  at  any  time 
during  the  then  existing  rebellion,  by  virtue  or  under  color 
of  any  authority  derived  from  or  exercised  by  or  under  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  or  any  act  of  Congress,  the 
defendant  might  eflTect  the  removal  of  the  cause  into  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  holden  in  the  district  where 
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the  suit  might  be  pending.  The  act  prescribed  the  course 
to  be  pursued  in  order  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  the  State 
court  and  transfer  the  cause  into  the  Federal  tribunal.  It 
must  be  conceded  that  the  plaintiff*  in  error  complied  with 
the  requisitions  of  the  statute  and  its  supplements  respecting 
the  form  of  procedure  for  a  removal  of  his  cause.  It  re- 
mains, therefore,  only  to  inquire  whether  the  action  was  one 
which,  under  the  act  of  Congress,  could  be  removed.  It  was 
an  action  of  ejectment,  commenced  on  the  1st  of  April,  1867, 
in  which  the  plaintiff  averred  seizin  in  himself  on  the  let 
day  of  January,  1867,  and  an  entry  by  the  defendant  upon 
the  land  on  the  same  day,  and  a  withholding  of  the  posses- 
sion. It  might,  perhaps,  be  sufficient  to  say  that  the  act 
complained  of,  for  which  the  suit  was  brought,  was  not,  as 
described  by  the  statute,  ^*an  arrest  or  imprisonment  made," 
or  "  other  trespass  or  wrong  done  or  committed,"  or  "  an  act 
omitted  to  be  done  during  the  rebellion.^*  It  is  to  suits  for  acts 
done  or  omitted  to  be  done  during  the  rebellion  exclusively 
that  the  statute  is  applicable,  and  prior  to  January  1st,  1867, 
the  rebellion  had  ceased  to  exist. 

But  we  do  not  rest  our  judgment  upon  so  narrow  ground. 
In  our  opinion,  the  statute  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  ac- 
tions of  ejectment.  It  is  manifest  to  us  that  Congress  had  in 
view  only  personal  actions  for  wrongs  done  under  authority 
or  color  of  authority  of  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
or  of  some  act  of  Congress.  The  fourth  section  made  any 
order  of  the  President,  or  under  his  authority,  a  defence  in 
all  courts  to  any  action,  civil  or  criminal,  pending  or  to  be 
commenced,  for  any  search,  seizure,  arrest,  or  imprisonment 
made,  done,  or  committed,  or  acts  omitted  to  be  done,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  such  order,  or  under  color  of  any  law  of  Con- 
gress.  The  description  of  the  causes  of  action  mentioned  in 
the  fifth  section  is  slightly  different,  not  quite  so  detailed  and 
specific,  but  it  is  evident  that  they  were  intended  to  be  the 
same  in  both  sections,  as  well  as  in  the  seventh,  which  pre- 
scribed a  statutory  limitation  to  suits  and  prosecutions.  The 
specification,  which  all  of  these  sections  contain,  of  arrests 
and  imprisonments,  or,  as  in  the  fourth  section,  of  searches, 
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seizures,  arrests,  and  imprisonments,  followed  by  more  gen- 
eral words,  justifies  the  inference  that  the  other  trespasses  and 
wrongs  mentioned  are  trespasses  and  wrongs  ejusdem  gmeris^ 
or  of  the  same  nature  as  those  which  had  been  previously 
specified.  This  construction  is  fortified  by  the  consideration 
that  the  mischief  against  which  the  statute  was  intended  to 
guard  was  manifestly  the  excitement  and  prejudice  so  likely, 
in  times  of  intense  popular  feeling,  to  attend  suits  in  local 
courts  for  personal  wrongs;  excitement  and  prejudice  which 
might  render  a  fair  trial  difficult,  and  which  might,  indeed, 
greatly  embarrass  the  government.  The  same  mischiefs,  in 
the  same  degree,  could  hardly  have  been  expected  to  attend 
the  trial  of  possessory  actions  for  real  estate.  The  action 
of  ejectment  is  not  a  personal  action,  and  it  appears  to  us 
not  to  be  embraced  in  any  of  the  classes  mentioned  in  the 
fourth,  fifth,  and  seventh  sections  of  the  act. 

It  follows  that  there  was  no  error  in  disallowing  the  remo- 
val of  this  case  into  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States. 

We  proceed  next  to  inquire  whether  there  was  error  in 
the  judgment  of  the  court  upon  the  merits  of  the  case.  The 
plaintiff  below  claimed  the  land  as  the  sole  heir  of  his  father, 
French  Forrest,  who  had  been  the  owner  down  to  September 
Ist,  1863,  and  who  died  intestate  on  the  24th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1866.  The  defendant  claimed  as  a  purchaser  under  a 
decree  of  confiscation  made  by  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Virginia,  on  the 
9th  day  of  November,  1863.  French  Forrest,  the  father  of 
the  plaintifiT,  was  an  officer  in  the  navy  of  the  Confederate 
States  from  July  1st,  1862,  until  April,  1865.  In  September, 
1863,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  17th,  1862,  known 
as  the  Confiscation  Act,  the  land  in  controversy  was  seized 
as  his  property,  libelled  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States,  and,  on  the  9th  of  November  next  following,  a  de- 
cree of  condemnation  was  entered,  and  the  land  was  ordered 
to  be  sold  by  the  marshal.  Whether  there  was  a  venditioni 
exponas  issued,  as  was  ordered  by  the  court,  does  not  appear 
from  the  case  stated  (to  which  alone  we  can  look  for  the 
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facta),  except  that  the  marshal's  deed  recites  its  issue.  We 
may  assume  that  there  was.  The  property  was  sold  at  the 
marshal's  sale  and  a  deed  was  made  to  the  purchasers.  Sub- 
sequently, and  before  the  institution  of  this  suit,  the  entire 
interest  acquired  by  the  purchase  became  vested  in  Bigelow^ 
the  defendant     But  what  was  that  interest  ? 

The  fifth  section  of  the  Confiscation  Act  of  July  17th, 
1862,  enacted  that  it  should  be  the  duty  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States  to  cause  the  seizure  of  all  the  estate  and 
property,  moneys,  stocks,  credit,  and  effects,  of  certain  per- 
sons described  in  six  classes,  and  to  apply  and  use  the  same 
and  the  proceeds  thereof  for  the  support  of  the  army.  To 
one  or  more  of  these  classes  French  Forrest  belonged.  That 
it  was  not  intended  the  mere  act  of  seizure  should  vest  the 
property  seized  in  the  United  States  is  plain  from  the  pro- 
visions of  the  seventh  section,  which  enacted  that  to  secure 
the  condemnation  and  sale  of  any  such  property,  after  the 
same  shall  have  been  seized,  proceeedings  in  rem  should  be 
instituted  in  a  District  Court,  and  that  if  it  should  be  found 
to  have  belonged  to  a  person  engaged  in  rebellion,  or  who 
had  given  aid  or  comfort  thereto,  it  should  be  condemned 
as  enemy's  property,  and  become  the  property  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  it  might  be  disposed  of  as  the  court  might 
decree.  Concurrently  with  the  passage  of  this  act.  Congress 
also  adopted  a  joint  resolution  explanatory  of  it,  whereby  it 
was  resolved  that  no  punishment  or  proceedings  under  the 
act  should  be  so  construed  as  to  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  real 
estate  of  the  offender  beyond  his  natural  life.  It  is  a  well- 
known  fact  in  our  political  history  that  this  resolution  was 
adopted  in  consequence  of  doubts  which  the  President  enter- 
tained respecting  the  power  of  Congress  to  prescribe  a  for- 
feiture of  longer  duration  than  the  life  of  the  offender.  Be 
this  as  it  may,  the  act  and  the  resolution  are  to  be  construed 
together,  and  they  admit  of  no  doubt  that  all  which  could, 
under  the  law,  become  the  property  of  the  United  States,  or 
could  be  sold  by  virtue  of  a  decree  of  condemnation  and  order 
of  sale,  was  a  right  to  the  property  seized,  terminating  with 
the  life  of  the  person  for  whose  act  it  had  been  seized.    It  fol- 
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lowSy  tben^  that  the  estate  acquired  by  the  purchaser  at  the 
xnarBhal's  sale  expired  on  the  24th  day  of  Kovember,  1866, 
when  French  Forrest  died. 

It  18  argued,  however,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
that  the  decree  of  confiscation  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  is  conclusive  that  the  entire  right,  title,  in- 
terest, and  estate  of  French  Forrest  was  condemned  and 
ordered  to  be  sold,  and  that  as  his  interest  was  a  fee  simple, 
that  entire  fee  was  confiscated  and  sold.  Doubtless  a  decree 
of  a  court,  having  jurisdiction  to  make  the  decree,  cannot 
be  impeached  collaterally;  but,  under  the  act  of  Congress, 
the  District  Court  had  no  power  to  order  a  sale  which 
should  confer  upon  the  purchaser  rights  outlasting  the  life 
of  French  Forrest.  Had  it  done  so  it  would  have  tran- 
scended its  jurisdiction.  And  it  attempted  no  such  thing. 
The  decree  made  has  not  that  meaning.  It  is  true,  the 
cause  in  the  District  Court  was  entitled,  "United  States 
against  all  the  right,  title,  interest,  and  estate  of  French 
Forrest  in  and  to  all  that  certain  piece,  parcel,  or  lot  of 
land"  (describing  it);  but  all  this  is  descriptive,  not  of  quan- 
tity of  estate,  but  of  the  subject  of  seizure,  and  that  was 
land.  The  proceeding  was  required  by  the  act  of  Congress 
to  be  in  reniy  and  the  decree  condemned,  not  the  estate  of 
French  Forrest,  but,  using  its  own  words,  "  the  real  prop- 
erty mentioned  and  described  in  the  libel."  The  marshal 
was  ordered  to  sell  the  said  property,  the  boundaries  of 
which  were  given  in  the  title  to  the  decree.  Had  the  pur- 
chasers looked  at  that  decree  (and  knowledge  of  it  must  be 
attributed  to  them),  they  would  have  seen  that  it  was  a  de- 
cree of  confiscation  of  the  land,  and  they  were  bound  to 
know  its  legal  effect.  It  is,  therefore,  a  mistake  to  argue 
that  the  plaintiff  below  was  permitted  to  impeach  collater- 
ally the  decree  under  which  the  marshal's  sale  was  made,  or 
that  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  this  case  impeaches  it. 
The  argument  assumes  what  cannot  be  admitted,  that  the 
decree  of  the  District  Court  established  a  confiscation  reach- 
ing beyond  the  life  of  French  Forrest,  for  whose  offence  the 
land  was  condemned  and  sold. 
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•  It  has  been  further  argued  ou  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  that  the  plaintiff  below  was  barred  against  maintain- 
ing his  suit  by  the  latter  clause  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  act 
of  1862,  which  enacted  that  it  shall  be  a  sufficient  bar  to  any 
suit  brought  by  such  person  for  the  possession  or  use  of  such 
property  or  any  of  it,  to  allege  and  prove  that  he  is  one  of 
the  persons  described  in  the  section.  The  agreed  statement 
of  facts,  in  lieu  of  a  special  verdict,  finds  that  the  plaintiff  is 
one  of  the  persons  described  in  said  section  fifth;  but  it  im- 
mediately explains  this  by  adding,  ^^  that  is  to  say,  he  acted 
as  an  officer  of  the  army  and  navy  of  the  so-called  Con- 
federate States  from  and  afler  the  passage  of  said  act  until 
April,  1865."  Was  he,  therefore,  barred  from  maintaining 
the  ejectment?  The  land  was  not  seized  or  condemned  for 
any  act  of  his.  He  had  no  interest  in  it  when  it  was  de- 
clared forfeited.  He  could  not  have  been  heard  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  decree  of  forfeiture.  That  proceeding  was 
wholly  inter  alias  partes.  If,  therefore,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to 
assert  his  claim,  he  is  denied  the  right  to  his  property  with- 
out trial,  without  any  procedure  in  due  course  of  law,  and 
the  practical  effect  of  the  bar  is  to  assure  to  the  purchaser 
at  the  marshal's  sale  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  after  his 
right  has  expired,  and  to  give  him  by  estoppel  a  greater 
estate  than  he  purchased.  No  construction  of  the  act  of 
Congress  that  works  such  results  can  be  accepted.  It  is 
plainly  against  the  true  meaning  of  the  act.  We  have  al- 
ready remarked  that  the  act  and  the  contemporaneous  reso- 
lution must  be  construed  together.  The  latter  declares  that 
the  act  shall  not  be  constrded  to  work  a  forfeiture  of  the 
real  estate  of  the  offender  beyond  his  natural  life.  It  can 
do  this  neither  directly  nor  indirectly.  The  punishment  in- 
flicted upon  him  is  not  to  descend  to  his  children.  His 
heritable  blood  is  not  corrupted.  It  is,  of  course,  necessary 
to  give  such  an  interpretation  to  the  words  of  the  statute  that 
they  shall  not  contravene  the  declared  intent  of  Congress. 
And  this  may  be  done  and  effect  given  to  every  part,  by 
holding  that  the  persons  described  in  the  fifth  section,  who 
are  barred  from  bringing  a  suit  for  the  possession  or  use  of 
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such  property,  are  those,  and  those  only,  whose  property 
the  President  has  caused  to  be  seized.  Such  we  think  is 
the  meaning  of  the  clause  barring  suits. 

This  is  all  that  need  be  said  of  the  case.  It  is  enough  to 
show  that,  in  our  opinion,  none  of  the  errors  assigned  have 
any  real  existence.  We  do  not  care  to  speculate  upon  the 
anomalies  presented  by  the  forfeiture  of  lands  of  which  the 
offender  was  seized  in  fee,  during  his  life  and  no  longer, 
without  any  corruption  of  his  heritable  blood ;  or  to  inquire 
how,  in  such  a  case,  descent  can  be  cast  upon  his  heir,  not- 
withstanding he  had  no. seizin  at  his  death.  Such  specula- 
tions may  be  curious,  but  they  are  not  practical,  and  they 
can  give  no  aid  in  ascertaining  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


National  Bank  v.  Commonwealth. 

1.  The  right  of  the  States  to  tax  the  shares  of  the  National  banks  rea£Brmed. 

2.  The  statute  of  Kentucky  (set  forth  in  the  statement  of  the  case),  taxing 

bank  stock,  levies  a  tax  on  the  sharps  of  the  stockholders,  us  distin- 
guished from  the  capital  of  the  bank  invested  in  Federal  securities. 
8.  This  is  true,  although  the  tax  is  collected  of  the  bank  instead  of  the  indi- 
vidual stockholders. 

4.  The  doctrine  which  exempts  the  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  gov- 

ernment from  the  influence  of  State  legislation,  is  not  founded  on  any 
express  provision  of  the  ConstitutioUi  but  in  the  implied  necessity  for 
the  use  of  such  instruments  by  the  Federal  government. 

5.  It  is,  therefore,  limited  by  the  principle  that  State  legislation,  which  does 

not  impair  the  usefulness  or  capability  of  such  instruments  to  servo  that 
government,  is  not  within  the  rule  of  prohibition. 

6.  A  State  law  requiring  the  National  banks  to  pay  the  tax  which  is  right- 

fully laid  on  the  shares  of  its  stock  is  valid  under  this  limitation  of  the 
doctrine. 

7.  On  a  writ  of  error  to  a  State  court  no  question  will  be  considered  here 

which  was  not  called  to  the  attention  of  the  State  court. 

Error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky ;  the  case 
being  this : 

YOL.  IX.  28 
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The  act  of  Congress  establishing  the  National  banks,* 
enacts : 

"  Section  40.  That  the  president  and  cashier  of  every  such  as- 
sociation shall  cause  to  be  kept  a  correct  list  of  the  names  and 
residences  of  all  the  shareholders  in  the  association,  and  the 
namber  of  shares  held  by  each,  and  such  list  shall  be  open  to 
the  inspection  of  the  officers  authorized  tg  collect  taxes  under 
State  authority. 

^^  Section  41.  Provided,  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  con- 
strued to  prevent  all  the  shares  in  any  of  the  said  associations 
held  by  any  person,  from  being  includjed  in  the  valuation  of  the 
personalty  of  such  person,  in  the  assessment  of  taxes  imposed 
by  or  under  State  authority,  at  the  place  where  such  bank  is 
located,  and  not  elsewhere ;  but  not  at  a  greater  rate  than  is 
assessed  upon  other  moneyed  capital  in  the  hands  of  individual 
citizens  of  such  State.  Provided  further,  that  the  tax  so  imposed, 
under  the  laws  of  any  State,  upon  the  shares  of  any  of  the  asso- 
ciations authorized  by  this  act,  shall  not  exceed  the  rate  imposed 
upon  the  shares  of  any  of  the  banks  organized  under  authority 
of  the  State  where  such  association  is  located." 

Under  the  act  of  Congress  which  makes  these  provisions, 
the  First  National  Bank  of  Louisville  was  established. 

A  statute  of  Kentucky ,t  relating  to  revenue  and  taxation, 
lays  a  tax  as  follows : 

"On  bank  stock,  or  stock  in  any  moneyed  corporation  of 
loan  or  discount,  fifty  cents  on  each  share  thereof  equal  to  one 
hundred  dollars,  or  on  each  one  hundred  dollars  of  stock  therein 
owned  by  individuals,  corporations,  or  societies.*' 

And  the  same  statute  goes  on  to  enact: 

<<  The  cashier  of  a  bank,  whose  stock  is  taxed,  shall,  on  the 
first  day  in  July  of  each  year,  pay  into  the  treasury  the  amount 
of  tax  due.  If  such  tax  be  not  paid,  the  cashier  and  his  sureties 
shall  be  liable  for  the  same,  and  twenty  per  cent,  upon  the 

«  IdSUt.  at  Larg«,  111. 

t  Revised  Statutes  of  Kentacky,  vol.  ii,  pp.  239,  266. 
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amount;  and  the  said  bank  or  corporation  shall  thereby  forfeit 
the  privileges  of  its  charter." 

Acting  in  professed  pursuance  of  tlie  State  statute,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  demanded  payment  from  the 
said  bank  of  (4000,  with  interest,  the  sum  which  a  tax  of 
fifty  cents  per  share  on  the  shares  of  the  bank  gave.  Pay- 
ment being  declined  the  State  sued. 

The  suit  was  brought  in  one  of  the  State  courts,  and  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  of  the  courts  of  Keiitucky  by  a  peti- 
tion, setting  forth  the  amount  of  the  tax  and  claiming  a 
judgment  for  the  same.  The  answer  by  the  same  mode  of 
practice,  set  up  four  distinct  defences  to  the  action.  These 
were: 

1.  That  the  bank  was  not  organized  under  the  law  of  the 
State,  but  under  the  bank  act  of  the  United  States,  and  was, 
therefore,  not  subject  to  State  taxation. 

2.  That  it  had  been  selected  and  was  acting  as  a  depositary 
and  financial  agent  of  the  government  of  the  United  Statesy 
and,  therefore,  was  not  liable  to  any  tax  whatever,  either  on 
the  bank,  its  capital,  or  its  shares. 

8.  That  its  entire  capital  was  invested  in  securities  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  and  that  its  shares  of  stock 
represented  but  an  interest  in  the  said  securities,  and  were 
therefore  not  subject  to  State  taxation. 

4.  That  the  shares  of  the  stock  were  the  property  of  the 
individual  shareholders,  and  that  the  bank  could  not  be 
made  responsible  for  a  tax  levied  on  those  shares,  and  could 
not  be  compelled  to  collect  and  pay  such  tax  to  the  State. 

The  commonwealth  demurred;  and  the  case  resulting  in 
a  judgment  in  its  favor  in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  this  writ  of 
error  was  prosecuted  by  the  bank. 

Mr.  Wi7b,  Willi  a  brief  of  Messrs,  Pirile  aYid  Garuth^for  the 
plaintiff  in  error : 

I.  We  admit  that  under  recent  decisions  of  this  court 
shares  in  National  banks  may  be  taxed  in  the  hands  of  the 
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Btockholders.*    But  this  tax  is  laid,  not  on  shares  in  the 
hands  of  stockholders,  but  on  the  capital  of  the  bank  itself. 

Under  the  statute  of  Kentucky  the  amount  of  the  tax  is  cal- 
culated by  charging  fifty  cents  on  each  one  hundred  dollars  of 
stock,  exacted  m  solido  from  the  bank  itself,  under  penalty  of 
twenty  per  cent,  damages  in  addition  against  the  cashier  and 
forfeiture  of  the  charter.     This  is  not  a  tax  upon  the  shares 
but  on  the  bank.     The  shareholder  is  neither  named  nor 
known  in  the  transaction.     It  is  a  matter  between  the  State 
and  the  bank.     The  shares  of  one  hundred  dollars  are  used 
simply  as  a  means  of  computing  the  amount  of  tax  on  the 
capital  stock.     Without  this,  or  some  similar  contrivance  for 
estimating,  a  tax  could  not  be  levied  on  capital  stock.     There 
is  not  a  word  said  about  requiring  the  bank  to  pay  for  the 
shareholder  as  a  convenience,  but  it  directly,  in  terms,  ap- 
plies to  stock  of  the  banks.     What. stock  does  the  bank  own 
except  the  capital  stock,  which  is  identical  with  itself  7    The 
law  requires  the  cashier  of  a  bank  whose  stock  is  taxed,  on 
the  first  day  in  July  in  each  year,  to  pay  the  amount  due.    The 
amount  due  upon  what?     Clearly  upon  the  capital  stock. 
The  capital  of  State  banks  in  Kentucky  is  not  always  divided 
into  shai'es  of  one  hundred  dollars  each;  on  the  contrary, 
some  of  the  State  banks  now  in  operation,  as  ex.  </r..  The 
Merchants'  Bank  of  Kentucky,  are  divided  into  shares  of 
only  twenty -five  dollars  each,  and  one,  The  Western  Finan- 
cial Corporation,  into  shares  of  five  hundred  dollars  each. 

Now,  these  two  banks  are  taxed  annually  under  the  statute, 
because  in  Kentucky  there  are  no  other  laws  upon  the  sub- 
ject. The  language  is  "  fifty  cents  on  each  share  thereof 
equal  to  one  hundred  dollars  of  stock."  If  that  means  a  tax 
upon  the  share,  as  the  Court  of  Appeals  holds,  the  shares  in 
the  said  banks  being  respectively  twenty-five  and  five  hun- 
dred dollars,  and  the  law  providing  only  for  a  tax  on  shares 
equal  to  one  hundred  dollars,  nothing  can  be  clearer  than 
that  no  tax  at  all  is  levied  on  their  shares. 


*  Van  Allen  v.  The  Asseesors,  8  WaUace,  678 ;  Bradley  v.  The  People,  4 
Id.  459. 
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II.  A  tax  on  the  capital  stock  of  the  bank  cannot  be  collected, 

1.  Becaase  of  its  iavestmeut  in  goverumeDt  bonds.* 

2.  Because  of  its  character  as  an  agency  and  instrument 
of  the  powers  of  the  Federal  government.f  If  there  be  any 
one  principle  of  constitutional  law  now  universally  acquiesced 
in,  it  is  that  the  powers,  agents,  and  means  employed  by  Con- 
gress to  carry  into  effect  the  powers  vested  by  the  Constitu- 
tion in  the  Federal  government  must  be  free  from  State 
taxation  and  control.  Taxation  would  impede,  burden,  and 
perhaps  destroy  the  constitutional  laws  of  Congress,  and  hos- 
tile legislation  revolutionize  our  National  economy.  Such 
protection  is  necessary  to  uphold  the  nation's  credit  and  pre- 
serve the  nation's  life.  The  tax  imposed  in  this  case  upon 
the  plaintiff'  in  error  is,  in  substance  and  in  fact,  a  tax  upon 
the  operations  of  the  bank  itself. 

III.  Can  the  law  be  enforced  a^s  a  tax  on  shares  f 

The  shares  in  the  hands  of  the  shareholders  are,  under  the 
act  of  Congress,  to  be  included  in  the  assessment  of  their 
personal  estate;  and,  in  order  that  the  State  officers  may 
have  every  facility  to  arrive  at  the  exact  number  of  shares 
held  by  each  person,  the  bank  is  required  to  keep,  at  all 
times,  a  list  of  names  of  stockholders,  number  of  shares 
held  by  each,  &c.  If  the  means  of  collecting  the  tax  be 
nothing,  why  is  Congress  careful  to  insert  the  foregoing  pro- 
vision ?  If  the  States  can  coerce  the  bank  itself  to  pay  the 
tax  in  solido  for  its  stockholders,  whence  the  necessity  of  the 
list  of  stockholders  to  be  open  for  the  inspection  of  the  tax- 
ing officere  of  the  State?  It  was  with  a  view  to  prevent 
proceedings  such  as  this  one  that  Congress  particularly  pre- 
scribed the  mode  of  collection  as  well  as  the  extent  of  it.  It 
was  to  prevent  these  organizations  from  being  made  the  ser- 
vants and  agents  of  the  States  in  the  collection  of  taxes;  to 

*  Weston  V.  City  of  Oharleston,  2  Peters,  449;  Bank  of  Commerce  «. 
Commissioners,  2  Black,  6V0 ;  The  People  v.  Commissioners,  4  Wallace,  244. 

t  McCuHoch  o.  State  of  Maryland,  4  Wheaton,  816 ;  Osborn  v.  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  9  Wheaton,  7S8 ;  Dobbins  v.  Commissioners,  16  Peters, 
48a. 
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do  which  would  be  to  clothe  the  State  with  au  authority  not 
justified  by  the  constitution,  and  denied  by  this  court.  With- 
out remuneration,  and  without  right,  the  commonwealth  of 
Kentucky  is  undertaking  to  force  the  plaintifi'in  error,  in  its 
corporate  capacity,  to  collect  this  tax  from  its  shareholders, 
and  pay  the  same  into  the  State  treasury.  Not  only  so,  but 
penalties  of  a  grave  and  serious  character  are  imposed  upon 
the  bank  and  its  officers  in  the  event  of  neglect  or  refusal. 
Can  this  burden  be  imposed?  Is  it  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  and  the  decisions  of  this 
court  ?  With  great  propriety  the  bank  may  say  to  the  State: 
"You  have  your  assessing  officers;  send  them  to  the  bank; 
they  will  there  find  a  list  of  all  stockholders,  let  them  assess 
for  themselves  the  shares  of  stock  for  taxation ;  but  you 
shall  not  transform  our  National  agency  into  a  State  servant, 
and  compel  it  to  perform  a  burdensome  duty,  not  enjoined 
by  its  charter." 

IV.  A  'concession  of  the  right  as  claimed  carries  with  U  means 
f&i'  its  enforcement. 

This  right,  if  conceded,  may,  and  actually  does,  involve 
the  destruction  of  these  National  agencies. 

"  If  such  tax  be  not  paid,"  says  the  statute,  "  the  cashier 
and  his  securities  shall  be  liable  for  the  same,  and  twenty 
per  cent  upon  the  amount;  and  the  said  hank  or  corporation 
shall  thereby  forfeit  the  privileges  of  its  charter.'*  Such  is  the  law 
iipou  which  this  proceeding  is  based. 

V.  The  rate  of  taxation  is  higher  than  allowed  by  Congress. 

w 

[The  learned  counsel  then  went  into  an  exhibition  of  facts 
and  figures  to  show  this.] 

Mr.  Albert  Pike^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  the  several  recent  decisions  concerning  the  taxation  of 
the  shares  of  the  National  banks,  as  regulated  by  sections 
forty  and  forty-one  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  3d,  1864, 
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it  has  been  established  as  the  law  governing  this  court  that 
the  property  or  interest  of  a  stockholder  in  an  incorporated 
bank,  commonly  called  a  share,  the  shares  in  their  aggregate 
totality  being  called  sometimes  the  capital  stock  of  the  bank, 
is  a  different  thing  from  the  moneyed  capital  of  the  bank 
held  and  owned  by  the  corporation.  This  capital  may  con- 
sist of  cash,  or  of  bills  and  notes  discounted,  or  of  real  estate 
combined  with  these.  The  whole  of  it  may  be  invested  in 
bonds  of  the  government,  or  in  bonds  of  the  States,  or  in 
bonds  and  mortgages.  In  whatever  it  may  be  invested  it  is 
owned  by  the  bank  as  a  corporate  entity,  and  not  by  the 
stockholders.  A  tax  upon  this  capital  is  a  tax  upon  the 
bank,  and  we  have  held  that  when  that  capital  was  invested 
in  the  securities  of  the  government  it  could  not  be  taxed, 
nor  could  the  corporation  be  taxed  as  the  owner  of  such 
securities. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  held  that  the  shareholders,  or 
stockholders,  by  which  is  meant  the  same  thing,  may  be 
taxed  by  the  States  on  stock  or  shares  so  held  by  them,  al- 
though all  the  capital  of  the  bank  be  invested  in  Federal 
securities,  provided  the  taxation  does  not  violate  the  rule 
prescribed  by  the  act  of  1864. 

It  is  not  intended  here  to  enter  again  into  the  argument 
by  which  this  distinction  is  maintained,  but  to  give  a  clear 
statement  of  the  propositions  that  w*e  have  decided,  that  we 
may  apply  them  to  the  case  before  us. 

If,  then,  the  tax  for  which  the  State  of  Kentucky  recov- 
ered judgment  in  this  case  is  a  tax  upon  the  shares  of  the 
stock  of  the  bank,  and  is  not  a  tax  upon  the  capital  of  the 
bank  owned  bj'  the  corporation,  the  first,  second,  and  third 
grounds  of  defence  must  fail. 

There  are,  then,  but  two  questions  to  be  considered  in  the 
case  before  us : 

1.  Does  the  law  of  Kentucky,  under  which  this  tax  is 
claimed,  impose  a  tax  upon  the  shares  of  the  bank,  or  upon 
the  capital  of  the  bank,  which  is  all  invested  in  government 
bonds  7 

2.  If  it  is  found  to  be  a  tax  on  the  shares,  can  the  bank 


860  National  Bank  v.  Commonwealth.     [Sap.  Ct. 

Opinion  of  the  court. 

be  compelled  to  pay  tbe  tax  thus  levied  on  the  shares  by  the 
State  ? 

The  revenue  law  of  Kentucky  imposes  a  tax  "  on  bank 
stock,  or  stock  in  any  moneyed  corporation  of  loan  and  dis- 
count, of  fifty  cents  on  each  share  thereof,  equal  to  one  hun- 
dred do]lai*s  of  stock  therein,  owned  by  individuals,  corpo- 
rations, or  societies." 

We  entertain  no  doubt  that  this  provision  was  intended  to 
tax  the  shares  of  the  stockholders,  and  that  if  no  other  provi- 
sion had  been  made,  the  amount  of  the  tax  would  have  been 
primarily  collectible  of  the  individual  or  corporation  owning 
such  shares,  in  the  same  manner  as  other  taxes  are  collected 
from  individuals.  It  is  clear  that  it  is  the  shares  owned  or 
held  by  individuals  in  the  banking  corporation  which  are  to 
be  taxed,  and  the  measure  of  the  tax  is  fifty  cents  per  share 
of  one  hundred  dollars.  These  shares  may,  in  the  market, 
be  worth  a  great  deal  more  or  a  great  deal  less  than  their 
par  or  nominal  value,  as  its  capital  may  have  been  increased 
or  diminished  by  gains  or  losses,  but  the  tax  is  the  same  in 
each  case.  This  shows  that  it  is  the^Aare  which  is  intended 
to  be  taxed,  and  not  the  cash  or  other  actual  capital  of  the 
bank. 

It  is  said  that  there  may  be,  or  that  there  really  are,  banks 
in  Kentucky  whose  stock  is  not  divided  into  shares  of  one 
hundred  dollars  each,  but  into  shares  of  fifly  dollars  or  other 
amounts,  and  that  this  shows  that  the  legislature  did  not  in- 
tend a  tax  of  fifty  cents  on  the  share,  but  a  tax  on  the  capital. 
But  the  argument  is  of  little  weight.  What  the  legislature 
intended  to  say  was,  that  we  impose  a  tax  on  the  shares  held 
by  individuals  or  other  corporations  in  banks  in  this  State. 
The  tax  shall  be  at  the  rate  of  fifty  cents  per  share  of  stock 
equal  to  one  hundred  dollars.  If  the  shares  are  only  equal 
to  fifty  dollars  it  will  be  twenty-five  cents  on  each  of  such 
shares.  If  they  are  equal  to  five  hundred  dollars  it  will  be 
two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per  share.  The  rate  is  regulated 
so  as  to  be  equal  to  fifty  cents  on  each  share  of  one  hundred 
dollars. 

But  it  is  strongly  urged  that  it  is  to  be  deemed  a  tax  on 
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the  capital  of  the  bank,  because  the  law  requires  the  officers 
.  of  the  bank  to  pay  this  tax  on  the  shares  of  its  stockholders. 
Whether  the  State  has  the  right  to  do  this  we  will  presently 
consider,  but  the  fact  that  it  has  attempted  to  do  it  does  not 
prove  that  the  tax  is  anything  else  than  a  tax  on  these  shares. 
It  has  been  the  practice  of  many  of  the  States  for  a  long  time 
to  require  of  its  corporations,  thus  to  pay  the  tax  levied  on 
their  shareholders.  It  is  the  common,  if  not  the  only,  mode 
of  doing  this  in  all  the  New  England  States,  and  in  several 
of  them  the  portion  of  this  tax  which  should  properly  go  as 
the  shareholder's  contribution  to  local  or  municipal  taxation 
is  thus  collected  by  the  State  of  the  bank  and  paid  over  to 
the  local  nciunicipal  authorities.  In  the  case  of  shareholders 
not  residing  in  the  State,  it  is  the  only  mode  in  which  the 
State  can  reach  their  shares  for  taxation.  We  are,  there* 
fore,  of  opinion  that  the  law  of  Kentucky  is  a  tax  upon  the 
shares  of  the  stockholder.  If  the  State  cannot  require  of 
the  bank  to  pay  the  tax  on  the  shares  of  its  stock  it  must 
be  because  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  or  some 
act  of  Congress,  forbids  it.  There  is  certainly  no  express 
provision  of  the  Constitution  on  the  subject. 

But  it  is  argued  that  the  banks,  being  instrumentalities 
of  the  Federal  government,  by  which  some  of  its  important 
operations  are  conducted,  cannot  be  subjected  to  such  State 
legislation.  It  is  certainly  true  that  the  Bank  of  the  United 
States  and  its  capital  were  held  to  be  exempt  from  State 
taxation  on  the  ground  here  stated,  and  this  principle,  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  McCuUoch  v.  The  State  of  Maryland^  has 
been  repeatedly  affirmed  by  the  court.  But  the  doctrine  has 
its  foundation  in  the  proposition,  that  the  right  of  taxation 
may  be  so  used  in  such  cases  as  to  destroy  the  instrumen- 
talities by  which  the  government  proposes  to  effect  its  lawful 
purposes  in  the  States,  and  it  certainly  cannot  be  maintained 
that  banks  or  other  corporations  or  instrumentalities  of  the 
government  are  to  be  wholly  withdrawn  from  the  operation 
of  State  legislation.  The  most  important  agents  of  the 
Federal  government  are  its  officers,  but  no  one  will  contend 
that  when  a  man  becomes  an  officer  of  the  government  he 
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ceases  to  be  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  State.  The  principle 
we  are  discussing  has  its  limitation,  a  limitation  growing  out 
of  the  necessity  on  which  the  principle  itself  is  founded. 
That  limitation  is,  that  the  agencies  of  the  Federal  govern* 
ment  are  only  exempted  from  State  legislation,  so  far  as  that 
legislation  may  interfere  with,  or  impair  their  efficiency  in 
performing  the  functions  by  which  they  are  designed  to  serve 
that  government.  Any  other  rule  would  convert  a  principle 
founded  alone  in  the  necessity  of  securing  to  the  government 
of  the  United  States  the  means  of  exercising  its  legitimate 
powers,  into  an  unauthorized  and  unjustifiable  invasion  of 
the  rights  of  the  States.  The  salary  of  a  Federal  officer  may 
not  be  taxed ;  he  may  be  exempted  from  any  personal  ser- 
vice which  interferes  with  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties, 
because  those  exemptions  are  essential  to  enable  him  to  per- 
form those  duties.  But  he  is  subject  to  all  the  laws  of  the 
State  which  afiect  his  family  or  social  relations,  or  his  prop- 
erty, and  he  is  liable  to  punishment  for  crime,  though  that 
punishment  be  imprisonment  or  death.  So  of  the  banks. 
They  are  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  State,  and  are  governed 
in  their  daily  course  of  business  far  more  by  the  laws  of  the 
State  than  of  the  nation.  All  their  contracts  are  governed 
and  construed  by  State  laws.  Their  acquisition  and  transfer 
of  property,  their  right  to  collect  their  debts,  and  their  lia- 
bility to  be  sued  for  debts,  are  all  based  on  State  law.  It  is 
only  when  the  State  law  incapacitates  the  banks  from  dis- 
charging their  duties  to  the  government  that  it  becomes  un- 
constitutional. We  do  not  see  the  remotest  probability  of 
this,  in  their  being  required  to  pay  the  tax  which  their  stock- 
holders owe  to  the  State  for  the  shares  of  their  capital  stock, 
when  the  law  of  the  Federal  government  authorizes  the  tax. 
If  the  State  of  Kentucky  had  a  claim  against  a  stockholder 
of  the  bank  who  was  a  non-resident  of  the  State,  it  could 
undoubtedly  collect  the  claim  by  legal  proceeding,  in  which 
the  bank  could  be  attached  or  garnisheed,  and  made  to  pay 
the  debt  out  of  the  means  of  its  shareholder  under  its  con- 
trol. This  is,  in  effect,  what  the  law  of  Kentucky  does  in 
regard  to  the  tax  of  the  State  on  the  bank  shares.    It  is  no 
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greater  interference  with  the  functions  of  the  bank  than  any 
other  legal  proceeding  to  which  its  business  operations  may 
subject  it,  and  it  in  no  manner  hinders  it  from  performing 
all  the  duties  of  financial  agent  of  the  government. 

A  very  nice  criticism  of  the  proviso  to  the  4l8t  section  of 
the  National  Bank  Act,  which  permits  the  States  to  tax  the 
shares  of  such  bank,  is  made  to  us  to  show  that  the  tax  must 
be  collected  of  the  shareholder  directly,  and  that  the  mode 
we  have  been  considering  is  by  implication  forbidden.  But 
we  are  of  opinion  that  while  Congress  intended  to  limit  State 
taxation  to  the  shares  of  the  bank,  as  distinguished  from  its 
capital,  and  to  provide  against  a  discrimination  in  taxing 
such  bank  shares  unfavorable  to  them,  as  compared  with  the 
shares  of  other  corporations,  and  with  other  moneyed  capital, 
it  did  not  intend  to  prescribe  to  the  States  the  mode  in  which 
the  tax  should  be  collected.  The  mode  under  consideration 
is  the  one  which  Congress  itself  has  adopted  in  collecting  its 
tax  on  dividends,  and  on  the  income  arising  from  bonds  of 
corporations.  It  is  the  only  mode  which,  certainly  and  with- 
out loss,  secures  the  payment  of  the  tax  on  all  the  shares, 
resident  or  non-resident ;  and,  as  we  have  already  stated,  it 
is  the  mode  which  experience  has  justified  in  the  New  Eng- 
land States  as  the  most  convenient  and  proper,  in  regard  to 
the  numerous  wealthy  corporations  of  those  States.  It  is 
not  to  be  readily  inferred,  therefore,  that  Congress  intended 
to  prohibit  this  mode  of  collecting  a  tax  which  they  expressly 
permitted  the  States  to  levy. 

It  is  said  here  in  argument  that  the  tax  is  void  because  it 
is  greater  than  the  tax  laid  by  the  State  of  Kentucky  on 
other  moneyed  capital  in  that  State.  This  proposition  is  not 
raised  among  the  very  distinct  and  separate  grounds  of  de-< 
fence  set  up  by  the  bank  in  the  pleading.  Nor  is  there  any 
reason  to  suppose  that  it  was  ever  called  to  the  attention  of 
the  Court  of  Appeals,  whose  judgment  we  are  reviewing. 
We  have  so  often  of  late  decided,  that  when  a  case  is  brought 
before  us  by  writ  of  error  to  a  State  court,  we  can  only  con- 
sider such  alleged  errors  as  are  involved  in  the  record,  and 
actually  received  the  consideration  of  the  State  court,  that 
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it  18  only  uecesaary  to  state  the  proposition  now.  As  the 
question  thus  sought  to  be  raised  here  was  not  raised  in  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky,  we  cannot  consider  it 

JUDQMBNT  AFFIRMED. 


Jones  t;.  Bolles. 


1.  Equity  has  always  jurisdiction  of  fraud,  misrepresentation,  and  conceal- 

ment, and  this  does  not  depend  on  discovery. 

2.  Where  an  agreement  against  which  a  complainant  in  equity  asks  to  have 

relief,  is  perpetual  in  its  nature,  and  the  keeping  of  it  on  foot  is  a  fraud 
against  the  party  complaining,  so  that  the  only  effectual  relief  against 
it  is  to  have  it  annulled,  the  case  is  one  for  equity,  not  for  law. 

8.  Where  a  bill  is  filed  by  stockholders  to  enjoin  the  setting  up  of  a  claim 
for  purchase-money,  against  the  lands  of  a  company  whose  capital  stock 
is  divided  into  shares,  the  ground  of  the  bill  being  that  the  party  now 
setting  up  the  claim,  induced  the  complainants  to  buy  their  shares  by 
fraudulently  representing  that  the  property  sold  to  the  company  was 
unincumbered,  and  that  he  had  no  interest  in  it — the  agents  of  the 
company  also  joining  in  such  misrepresentations — the  company  may  be 
properly  made  a  defendant,  though  no  relief  is  prayed  for  against  s^ 
but  rather  relief  in  its  favor. 

4.  A  sufiicient  interest  in  the  stock  of  a  company  will  in  such  case  be  in- 
ferred,  where  the  bill  expressly  states  that  the  complainant  purchased 
on  his  own  aeeouni  and  in  trust  for  other  parties  a  large  number  of  shares, 
and  paid  therefor  upwards  of  $25,000;  and  then  afterwards  states  that 
the  defendant  threatened  to  bring  an  action  against  the  company  to  en- 
force the  pretended  claim,  whereby  the  stock  of  the  company,  which  the 
complainant  alleges  he  purchased  in  good  faith,  and  which  he  still  held, 
was  liable  to  become  greatly  depreciated  in  value ;  this  statement  being 
nowhere  denied  in  the  answer — ^the  defendant  averring  only  bis  ignor- 
ance on  the  subject — and  the  allegation  being  fully  corroborated  by  the 
proof,  at  least  so  far  forth  as  relates  to  the  purchase  of  stock  by  the  com- 
plainant; and  no  question  having  been  made  on  the  examination  as  to 
the  complainants'  still  holding  the  stock. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Wis- 
consin ;  the  case  being  thus : 

Bolles,  a  citizen  of  Massachusetts,  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  all  other  stockholders  of  the  Mineral  Point  Mining  Com- 
pany, filed  his  bill  of  complaint  in  the  court  below  against 
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oue  Jones,  and  the  said  company,  the  former  a  citizen,  and 
the  latter  a  corporation,  of  Wisconsin,  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  Jones  from  suing  for,  claiming  or  demanding  against 
the  said  company  the  purchase-money  of  a  certain  tract  of 
mining  laud  in  Wisconsin,  or  any  mineral  rents  for  mineral 
raised  on  the  same.  The  matter  set  forth  in  the  bill  as  a 
ground  for  this  relief  was  a  charge  of  misrepresentation  and 
fraud  on  the  part  of  Jones,  perpetrated  at  Boston  in  Massachu- 
setts, in  November,  1865,  whereby  he  induced  him,  the  com- 
plainant, Bolles,  who  was  a  broker,  to  purchase  for  himself 
and  other  persons  a  large  amount  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
said  mining  company.  The  substance  of  the  specific  charges 
was  that  Jones  and  others,  agents  of  the  company,  repre- 
sented to  him,  the  complainant,  Bolles,  that  the  company 
was  seized  in  fee  of  the  said  tract  of  land ;  that  it  had  been 
conveyed  to  the  company  by  him,  Jones,  for  the  considera- 
tion of  $80,000,  which  had  been  fully  paid  and  satisfied,  and 
that  the  title  of  the  company  was  perfect  and  unincumbered; 
and,  to  beget  further  assurance  in  him,  the  complainant,  that 
they  exhibited  a  warranty  deed  from  Jones  to  the  company, 
and  an  abstract  of  title,  showing  an  unincumbered  title  to 
the  lands;  that  they  further  represented  that  the  land  was 
of  great  value  for  mining  purposes,  and  that  Jones  had  no 
interest  in  the  property;  that  the  complainant  being  entirely 
ignorant  of  the  facts  except  as  represented  to  him  by  Jones, 
and  relying  on  those  representations,  purchased  on  his  own 
account  and  in  trust  for  others  a  large  amount  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  company,  and  paid  upwards  of  $25,000  for  it, 
and  afterwards  sold  still  larger  amounts  to  parties  who  paid 
for  the  same  on  the  faith  of  the  said  assurance  that  the  prop- 
erty was  unincumbered.  The  bill  then  alleged  that  at  the 
time  of  the  giving  of  the  deed  referred  to,  an  agreement  was 
made  between  Jones  and  the  company  (a  copy  of  which  was 
set  out),  the  existence  of  which  was  carefully  concealed  by 
Jones  when  he  made  the  representations  complained  of  (but 
which  he  now  asserted  to  be  valid  and  subsisting),  by  which 
he  claimed  a  large  balance  to  be  due  to  him  for  mineral  rents 
and  purchase-money  of  the  said  lands,  and  threatened  to 
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bring  an  action  against  the  company  therefor,  which,  if  sue- 
cessfal,  would  greatly  depreciate  the  stock  of  the  conipany, 
and  seriously  embarrass  it. 

Jones  in  his  answer  to  the  bill,  denied  the  principal  charge 
in  the  aggregate  as  made  (a  mode  of  answer  which  this  court 
observed,  in  passing,  was  altogether  too  narrow  a  mode  of 
denial),  admitted  that  he,  with  the  president  and  secretary  of 
the  company,  were  in  Boston  at  the  time  alleged  and  at- 
tended a  meeting  at  Bolles's  house,  on  the  subject,  and  that 
he  understood  that  the  secretary  had  made  representations 
to  the  effect  complained  of,  but  that  the  room  was  large  and 
pretty  well  tilled,  and  that  he  did  not  hear  it.  That  he  after- 
wards expostulated  with  the  secretary  for  having  made  such 
a  statement,  and  took  some  pains  to  inform  some  persons  that 
it  was  not'.true.  But  he  did  not  allege  that  he  ever  so  in- 
formed the  cowplainavi.  He  denied  that  he  made  any  such 
representations  himself.  He  admitted  the  agreement  com- 
plained of  and  insisted  upon  its  validity.  He  did  not  deny 
Bolles's  interest  as  alleged  in  the  stock  of  the  company, 
though  he  averred  ignorance  on  the  subject  of  it.  Other 
points  were  made  in  the  answer,  but  what  has  been  stated  is 
sufficient  to  show  the  principal  issue  made  in  the  suit.    - 

The  Circuit  Court,  after  full  proofs,  which  showed  among 
other  things  alleged,  the  purchase  of  the  stock,  decreed  in 
favor  of  the  complainant,  enjoined  the  defendant  from  bring- 
ing an}'  action  against  the  company,  directed  him  to  execute 
a  release,  and  declared  the  agreement  entered  into  between 
the  company  and  the  defendant  yoid.  Whereupon  Jones, 
the  defendant  below,  appealed.  Ko  question  was  made  on 
the  examination  below,  as  to  BoUes  still  holding  his  stock. 

Mr,  M.  H.  Carpenter^  for  the  appellant : 

I.  The  whole  of  the  complainant's  case  rests,  as  regards 
merits,  upon  loose  verbal  alleged  admissions,  made  under 
circumstances  of  all  others  most  likely  to  be  misunderstood 
or  misconstrued.  They  are  susceptible  of  precisely  the  ex- 
planation given  by  the  defendant;  his  explanation  carries 
upon  its  face  evidence  of  its  truth.     The  attempt  is  to  hold 
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a  party  responsible  for  general  conversation  held  at  a  kind 
of  social  paity;  that  conversation  relating  to  real  estate,  the 
title  of  which  might  have  been  fully  understood  by  the  ex- 
amination of  an  abstract  which  was  publicly  exhibited.  Can 
this  be  done? 

IL  But  there  are  difSculties  as  to  jurisdiction  and  pleading. 

The  basis  of  the  prayer  for  relief  is,  that  Jones  threatens 
to  bring  a  suit  against  his  co-defendant,  the  mining  company, 
upon  a  false  and  fraudulent  claim,  and  that  thereby  the  com- 
plainant is  liable  to  sufier  injury  and  sustain  damage,  and 
one  of  the  defendants,  the  company,  is  liable  to  be  greatly 
embarrassed  in  conducting  its  afiairs.  Assume  all  this  to  be 
true.     Then, 

1st.  If  Jones  m^de  false  representations  whereby  the  com- 
plainant was  induced  to  purchase  stock  and  was  injured,  the 
courts  of  common  law  afford  an  ample  remedy.  If  he  made 
true  representations  and  afterwards  attempted  to  do  that 
which,  if  consummated,  would  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  the 
complainant,  the  courts  of  law  still  afford  a  remedy.  If  his 
representations  operated  as  an  estoppel  against  his  setting  up 
a  claim  against  the  company,  it  would  be  as  operative  a  de- 
fence at  law  as  it  would  in  equity.  If  the  threatened  action 
had  been,  or  were  to  be  brought  by  Jones,  against  the  com- 
pany, the  answer  would  be  that  the  claim  is  false,  fraudulent, 
and  brought  for  the  purpose  of  extortion.  This  affords  a 
perfect  defence  in  law.  If  the  claim  were  true  and  not  false, 
but  Jones  had  estopped  himself  from  enforcing  it  by  making 
false  representations,  that  is,  by  representing  to  the  pur- 
chasers that  he  had  no  claim  against  the  company,  and  the 
contrary  of  those  representations  if  acted  upon,  would  in- 
jure and  embarrass  the  company,  the  defence  is  still  perfect 
in  the  action  at  law.  A  court  of  law  has  thus  full  and  ade- 
quate jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  what- 
ever may  be  the  alleged  particular  phase  of  it. 

Yet  further.  The  case  stated  does  not  constitute  an  equi- 
table cause  of  action.  It  does  not  show  wherein  or  how 
much  damage  the  plaintiff  is  liable  to  sustain,  and  does  not 
pretend  that  any  has  been  sustained.     Courts  of  equity  will 
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indeed  protect  against  great  threatened  injury  where  the 
mischief  will  be  irreparable.  Bat  there  is  no  allegation  here 
of  irreparable  injury ;  no  averment  that  Jones  is  irresponsi- 
ble; no  statement  of  facts  from  which  injury  can  be  inferred. 
The  only  allegation  upon  that  subject  is  that  the  stock  which 
plaintifi'  now  holds  is  liable  to  become  greatly  depreciated  in 
value. 

The  bill  is  not  one  for  discovery.  All  of  the  facts  are 
known,  and  susceptible  of  proof  without  any  testimony  to 
be  furnished  by  the  answer. 

2d.  But  how  does  a  court  of  equity,  on  such  a  case  as  the 
one  assumed,  acquire  jurisdiction  ?  The  mining  company 
is  not  charged  with  fault  or  collusion.  It  is  not  alleged  that 
if  sued  by  Jones,  it  will  not  defeat  the  action;  nor  that  it  is 
incapable  of  transacting  its  own  business,  and  protecting  its 
stockholders ;  nor  is  it  shown  how  stockholders  so  large  as 
the  complainant  and  his  associates,  have  not  a  sufficient  con- 
trol of  the  afiairs  of  the  company;  nor  that  the  company 
could  not  have  brought  an  action  in  its  own  Btate  court  to 
remove  a  cloud  upon  its  title,  if  it  was  likely  to  be  embar- 
rassed by  Jones  setting  up  a  false  and  fraudulent  claim.  If 
then  there  is  no  collusion,  or  concert  of  action  charged  be- 
tween the  defendants,  and  relief  be  demanded  against  both 
or  all  in  regard  to  the  same  thing,  and  no  cause  of  action  be 
stated  against  one,  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties  as  to  both 
or  all,  and,  of  course,  either  may  demur. 

8d.  The  proof  does  not  show  that  the  complainant,  Bolles, 
is  the  owner  of  any  stock  in  the  Mineral  Point  Mining  Com- 
pany. He  avoids  saying  specifically  that  he  owns  any  stock, 
or  that  he  owned  any  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill.  No  stock- 
holder has  united  with  him  in  prosecuting  this  action.  If  it 
be  true  that  he  owns  one  share,  worth  perhaps  (5,  he  occu- 
pies the  position  of  obtaining  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
company  from  paying  an  honest  debt,  of  which  his  distribu- 
tive share,  if  it  were  paid  by  an  assessment,  might  be  less 
than  five  cents. 

No  opposing  counsel. 
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Mr.  Justice  BRADLEY,  having  stated  the  case,  delivered 
the  opiiiioQ  of  the  court,  as  follows : 

We  have  examined  the  proofs  in  the  cause  and  find  them 
to  be  very  full  and  convincing  against  the  appellant,  and 
are  satisfied  with  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  unless  the 
same  be  invalid  for  some  jurisdictional  or  technical  reason. 

It  is  objected  that  a  court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  of 
the  case  because  the  law  afibrds  a  complete  remedy  in  dam- 
ages. This  objection  is  groundless.  Equity  has  always  had 
jurisdiction  of  fraud,  misrepresentation,  and  concealment; 
and  it  does  not  depend  on  discovery.  But  in  this  case  a 
court  of  law  could  not  give  adequate  relief.  The  agreement 
complained  of  is  perpetual  in  its  nature,  and  the  only  eiFec- 
tual  relief  against  it,  where  the  keeping  of  it  on  foot  is  a 
fraud  against  parties,  is  the  annulment  of  it.  This  cannot 
be  decreed  by  a  court  of  law,  but  can  by  a  court  of  equity. 

It  is  next  objected  that  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  defendants 
by  reason  of  making  the  mining  company  a  party.  But  the 
company  is  directly  interested,  and  though  no  relief  is  prayed 
against  it,  but  rather  in  its  favor,  it  is  eminently  proper  that 
it  should  be  made  a  party,  complainant  or  defendant.  It 
could  not  be  made  complainant  against  its  will,  and,  besides, 
its  own  agents  joined  in  the  fraudulent  representations  that 
were  made.  As  a  separate  and  independent  personality, 
therefore,  distinct  from  the  stockholder  interest,  there  was 
proprFety  in  making  it  a  party  defendant. 

It  is  also  objected  that  the  appellee,  Bolles,  does  not  dis- 
tinctly state  or  prove  the  amount  of  his  interest  in  the  com- 
pany. The  bill  expressly  states  that  the  appellee  purchased 
on  his  own  account  and  in  trust  for  other  parties  a  large 
number  of  shares,  and  paid  therefor  upwards  of  $25,000; 
and  then  afterwards  states  that  the  appellant  threatened  to 
bring  an  action  against  the  company  to  enforce  his  pretended 
claim  for  rents  and  purchase-money,  whereby  the  stock  of  the 
company,  which  the  appellee  alleges  he  purchased  in  good 
faith,  and  which  he  still  held,  was  liable  to  become  greatly 
depreciated  iti  value.  This  is  surely  an  allegation  of  a  large 
interest,  and  the  statement  is  nowhere  denied  in  the  answer. 
VOL.  iz.  24 
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The  appellant  avers  only  bis  ignorance  on  the  subject.    Bat 

the  allegation  is  fully  corroborated  by  the  proof,  at  least  so 

far  forth  as  relates  to  the  purchase  of  stock  by  the  appellee. 

No  question  was  made  on  the  examination  as  to  bis  still 

holding  the  stock. 

We  do  not  perceive  any  legal  grounds  of  objection  to  the 

decree,  and  it  is  therefore 

Affirmed. 


Mephams  v.  Bibssbl. 

1.  Compensation  to  a  person  who  had  acted  for  four  months  (from  16th 

March  to  26th  July),  both  as  captain  and  as  one  of  two  pilots  on  a  Mis- 
souri steamer,  left  at  $900  per  month,  at  which  sum  the  Circuit  Court 
had  fixed  it ;  the  evidence,  which  though  not  so  full  as  it  ought  to  hare 
''  been,  showing  that  pilots'  wages  were  at  the  time  very  high,  that  the 
person  had  performed  his  duty  in  both  capacities  well,  and  that  the 
owners  had  charged  his  services  against  the  government  (which  hud 
impressed  the  vessel  during  twenty-six  days  of  the  time)  at  the  rate  of 
$1000  per  month. 

2.  A  master  not  held  liable  for  injury  to  flour,  apparently  arising  from  a 

bad  stowage;  the  same  having  occurred  from  a  necessity  to  unload, 
and  reload,  in  order  to  get  across  a  bar  in  the  river ;  the  testimony 
showing  that  the  captain  was  not  blamable,  and  there  having  been 
some  reason  to  believe  that  the  injury  arose  from  causes  inherent  in  the 
flour  itself. 

This  was  an  appeal  in  admiralty  from  the  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Missouri,  in  which  one  Bies- 
sel,  on  the  one  side,  had  filed  a  libel  in  personam  against  M. 
&  W.  Mepham,  owners  of  the  steamer  Iron  City,  for  wages 
as  master  and  pilot;  and  in  which  they,  on  the  other,  sought 
to  set  off  against  the  claim  for  services,  at  whatever  sum 
these  might  be  estimated,  a  demand  that  they  made  against 
Biessel  for  injury  to  certain  flour,  which  on  crossing  a  bar  in 
the  river  (in  order  to  lighten  the  vessel,  and  so  get  over  the 
bar),  it  had  been  necessary  to  put  ashore,  and  afterwards 
when  the  vessel  had  got  over,  with  the  rest  of  the  cargo  (that 
being  unloaded  and  put  ashore  below  the  bar),  to  come  back 
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for  and  reload;  and  which  was  ultimately  found  to  be  sour;— ■ 
injured,  as  the  Mepbams  asserted,  by  Biessel's  carelessness 
m  stowing  it,  when  it  was  taken  on  board  the  second  time. 

The  court  below  sustained  the  claim  of  the  libellant,  fixing 
his  wages  at  $900  a  month,  and  refused  to  allow  the  set-off 
raised  by  the  other  side. 

Mr,  Dick,  for  the  appellant;  Mr.  Leightoriy  for  whom  Mr, 
Drake  had  leave  to  file  a  brief,  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  SWATNE  stated  the  case  more  particularly, 
and  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  only  questions  presented  for  our  consideration  are,  the 
value  of  thcservices  of  the  appellee  as  master  and  pilot  of 
the  steamer  Iron  City  during  the  period  of  his  employment 
upon  her  in  those  capacities,  and  whether  he  can  be  held 
liable  upon  the  principle  of  recoupment  for  the  damage  sus- 
tained by  a  part  of  the  cargo  of  the  vessel  upon  her  first 
voyage  after  he  took  charge  of  her  as  captain,  which  was  a 
voyage  from  St.  Louis  to  Fort  Benton,  upon  the  Missouri 
River.  The  services  commenced  on  the  16th  of  March,  1866, 
and  terminated  on  the  26th  of  July  following — making  a 
period  of  four  months  and  ten  days.  Four  witnesses  were 
examined.  They  were  Biessel,  the  appellee;  W.  G.  Mep- 
ham,  one  of  the  appellants;  Bush,  the  mate,  and  Stone,  the 
pilot.  The  leading  facts,  as  developed  in  the  proofs  bearing 
upon  the  subject  of  compensation,  are  as  follows: 

Biessel  had  been  in  the  employment  of  the  Mepbams  as 
mate  upon  a  steamer  at  $150  per  month.  He  talked  of  seek- 
ing employment  elsewhere,  expecting  to  receive  $300  per 
month.  Captain  Hunter,  also  in  the  employment  of  the 
Mephams,  to  whom  he  made  the  communication,  requested 
him  to  remain  until  the  captain  could  consult  the  owners. 
An  interview  took  place.  Biessel  told  them  he  had  never 
served  as  captain,  and  doubted  whether  he  would  suit  them 
in  that  capacity.  They  employed  him  as  captain.  It  was 
usual  to  employ  two  pilots.  Biessel  found  two  who  asked 
jointly  $1600  per  month.     Pilots  were  much  in  demand  at 
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that  time.  He  proposed  to  the  owners  to  employ  Btone  as  a 
pilot  at  $800  a  month,  and  to  serve  himself  as  the  other  pilot, 
besides  performing  his  duties  as  master.  They  assented,  and 
assisted  him  to  procure  a  pilot's  license.  The  arrangement 
was  carried  out.  Biessel  testifies  that  he  told  them  it  would 
cost  less  than  to  employ  two  pilots,  in  addition  to  the  cap- 
tain. Mepham  testifies  that  he  said  it  should  cost  them  noth- 
ing for  pilotage  but  the  wages  of  Stone.  Here  the  parties  are 
at  issue,  and  there  is  no  other  testimony  upon  the  subject. 

The  wages  of  pilots  varied,  according  to  the  testimony, 
from  $200  to  $1000  per  month.  Biessel  says  the  usual  com- 
pensation of  captains  w^as  $400  per  month.  Mepham  testi- 
fies that  they  paid  their  three  other  captains  $200  per  month. 
The  proof  is  satisfactory  that  Biessel  performed  his  duty  as 
captain  well  and  faithfully,  and  that,  in  addition,  he  did  full 
as  much  service  as  Stone  in  discharging  the  duties  of  pilot. 
The  boat  was  impressed  into  the  service  of  the  United  States, 
and  was  thus  employed  during  a  period  of  twenty-six  days. 
For  that  time  we  are  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  the 
services  of  Biessel  were  charged  against  the  government, 
and  paid  for  to  the  appellants,  at  the  rate  of  a  thousand  dol- 
lars per  month.  Both  parties  agree  that  there  was  no  spe- 
cial contract  as  to  the  compensation  Biessel  should  receive. 
It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  proof  is  not  fuller  as  to  the 
wages  at  that  time  of  both  captains  and  pilots.  It  could 
have  been  easily  made  so,  and  would  have  relieved  us  from 
some  embarrassment  which  we  have  felt  in  coming  to  a  con- 
clusion as  to  this  branch  of  the  case.  The  entire  testimony 
of  Biessel  is  characterized  by  a  fairness  and  candor  which 
have  impressed  us  favorably  in  his  behalf.  The  Circuit  Court 
fixed  his  compensation  as  master  and  pilot  at  $900  per 
month. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  all  the  testimony  in  the 
record,  we  have  found  no  sufficient  reason  to  dissent  from 
this  allowance. 

The  claim  for  recoupment  cannot  be  sustained.  The  flour 
to  which  it  relates  was  in  sacks,  which  were  inclosed  in  other 
sacks.    According  to  the  shipping  phrase  it  was  "  doable- 
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sacked."  The  shipper  directed  it  to  be  carried  upon  deck. 
A  part  of  it  was  originally  placed  in  the  hold.  Upon  dis- 
covering this,  Biessel  caused  it  to  be  removed  to  the  deck, 
and  directed  that  no  more  should  be  put  in  the  hold.  Dur- 
ing the  voyage,  Bush,  the  mate,  eays  it  became  necessary  for 
the  boat  to  "  double  trip  it,"  in  order  to  pass  a  bar.  A  part 
of  the  cargo  was  landed  below  the  bar  and  a  part  above  it. 
This  flour  was  landed  above.  All  the  passengers,  some  fifty 
in  number,  assisted  in  unloading  and  reloading.  Some  of 
them  iu  reloading  put  a  part  of  the  flour  in  the  hold  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  captain  or  mate.  The  mate  subse- 
quently saw  it  there,  but  allowed  it  to  remain,  and  did  not 
advise  the  captain.  The  captain  knew  nothing  of  it  until 
the  vessel  reached  Fort  Benton.  That  part  of  the  flour  was 
then  found  to  be  soured.  Mepham  says  the  loss  to  the  ap- 
pellants was  (10  a  sack  upon  a  hundred  sacks,  amounting  to 
(1000.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  mate  to  see  to  the  loading. 
According  to  the  testimony,  the  captain  was  not  blamable. 
There  was  other  flour  in  the  hold  during  the  entire  voyage, 
¥^hicb  arrived  at  Fort  Benton  uninjured.  There  is  some 
reason  to  believe  that  the  spoiling  of  the  flour  in  question 
arose  from  inherent  causes,  and  not  from  its  being  kept 
under  the  deck. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record  which  would  warrant  us  in 
holding  Biessel  responsible. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is 

Affirmed. 


Bank  of  Washington  v.  Nock. 

1.  An  agreement  made  by  a  contractor  about  to  furnish  certain  manufao- 
tured  articlei  to  the  government  that  advances  to  be  made  by  a  bank 
to  enable  him  to  fulfil  his  contract  shall  be  a  lien  oo  the  drafts  to  be 
drawn  by  him  on  the  government  for  the  proceeds  of  the  articles  manu- 
factured,  does  not  give  a  lien  on  a  judgment  against  the  government  for 
damages  for  violation  of  the  contract;  certain  drafts  having  been  drawn, 
and  their  proceeds  received  by  the  bank. 
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2.  A  subsequent  agreement  that  the  debt  due  to  the  bank  for  such  advances, 
and  also  for  any  future  ones  to  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  suing  the 
government  for  non-fulfilment  of  its  contract,  shall  be  paid  out  of  any 
receipts  from  the  government,  gives  no  right  where  a  suit,  though 
prosecuted,  has  resulted  in  an  adverse  judgment,  even  though  a  second 
suit  have  resulted  successfully ;  this  latter  suit  having  been  prosecuted 
under  a  new  and  special  resolution  of  Congress,  and  by  the  aid  of  ad- 
vances received  from  other  parties ;  the  bank,  on  the  adverse  judgment 
in  the  first  suit,  having  refused  to  advance  anything  to  prosecute  the 
second. 

8.  A  paper  "  renewing  and  reviving  '*  the  debt  now,  at  the  date  of  the  paper, 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  for  the  balance  of  all  the  advances 
made  in  such  a  matter,  whether  to  fulfil  the  contract  or  to  prosecute  the 
claim,  does  nothing  more  than  keep  alive  the  personal  obligation.  It 
gives  no  lien. 

Note. — In  this  case  the  contractor,  soon  afler  the  original  agreement  to 
advance,  and  when  only  a  part  of  the  advances  were  made,  assigned  a 
patent-right  (for  the  delivery  of  products  under  which  to  the  government 
his  contract  with  the  government  was  made)  to  the  bank,  with  power  to 
sell  it  if  the  advances  were  not  paid  when  due.  And  the  present  case 
was  a  proceeding  in  equity  to  enforce  a  lien  on  a  judgment  which  the 
contractor  had  obtained  against  the  government  for  its  breach  of  con- 
tract with  him,  the  bank  having  kept  the  patent-right  twenty-seven 
years,  and  not  ofiTering  by  its  bill  to  return  It. 

Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia; 
where  the  case  was  thus : 

The  trustees  of  the  Bank  of  Washington  filed  in  May, 
1867,  a  bill  against  Kock,  complaining  that  in  1840,  he  hav- 
ing received  a  patent  for  a  mail  lock,  made  a  contract  with 
the  Postmaster-General  to  furnish  the  government  from  time 
to  time  with  the  sort  of  patented  lock,  at  a  price  stipulated, 
for  the  use  of  the  government;  that  Kock,  not  having  means 
at  his  command  to  manufacture  the  locks,  agreed  with  the 
bank,  if  they  would  advance  money  for  him,  on  his  drafts  on 
the  Postmaster^  or  otherwise  on  the  proceeds  to  arise  from  his 
said  contract^  to  enable  him  to  fulfil  the  same,  that  be  would 
give  them  a  specific  lien  on,  and  empower  and  authorize 
them  to  take  out  of  said  drafts^  when  paidy  or  proceeds^  whenecet 
realized,  suflicient  to  repay  to  them  the  advances  made,  or 
to  be  made.     The  bill  averred  that  under  this  arrangement 
they  did  make  advances,  and  that  Nock  was  so  enabled  to 
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fulfil  bis  contract;  but  tbat  for  some  reason  but  a  small 
amount  of  the  said  proceeds  were  ever  realized  by  Nock 
until  lately;  tbat  he  still  owed  the  bank  $8078.82. 

Tbat  some  time  after  the  principal  part  of  the  advances 
were  made,  Nock  executed  an  agreement,  on  the  2d  of  De- 
cember, 1852,  with  the  bank,  to  make  to  him  further  advances 
to  prosecute  his  claim  for  payment;  and  that  they  did  make 
such  further  advances;  Nock  agreeing  that  "the  debt  due 
by  him  to  the  bank  for  former  advances,  as  well  as  the  fur- 
ther advances  then  and  thereafter  to  be  made,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  prosecuting  his  said  claim^  should  be  first  paid  out  of 
any  receipts  realized  by  him  from  the  government." 

That  Nock,  on  the  6th  of  January,  1865,  by  written  obli- 
gation, which  was  in  these  words,  and  signed  by  him:  "I 
hereby  renew  and  revive  my  indebtedness  and  obligations  to 
the  Bank  of  Washington,  arising  out  of  certain  advances 
made  to  me  for  drafts  on  the  Postmaster-General  of  the 
United  States  in  1840,  and  all  the  accruing  interest  there- 
upon, as  well  as  for  any  other  advances  which  have  been 
made  to  me,  or  which  may  be  made  to  me,  on  any  account 
whatever,  by  the  said  Bank  of  Washington,"  did  acknowl- 
edge all  his  said  debt  for  the  advances,  and  all  the  interest 
accruing  thereon,  and  formally  renewed  his  obligation  to 
pay  the  same. 

That  after  a  long  prosecution  of  his  said  claim,  Nock  had 
recently  been  awarded  by  the  Court  of  Claims  the  sum  of 
$27,000,  in  satisfaction  of  the  contract  to  furnish  locks,  and 
the  same  was  now  about  to  be  paid,  but  that  Nock,  refusing 
to  pay  the  bank  its  advances,  or  to  recognize  the  specific  lien 
which  it  had  on  the  fund,  or  the  validity  of  his  contracts, 
especially  that  of  the  2d  December,  1852,  was  about  to  and 
was  seeking  to  receive  the  money,  and  to  appropriate  it  to 
his  own  exclusive  use,  in  contravention  of  equity. 

The  answer  and  proofs,  which,  independently  of  the  an- 
swer, were  few,  showed  the  patent-right,  and  the  contract 
with  the  postmaster,  as  alleged;  that  for  the  purpose  of  exe- 
cuting the  contract  Nock  had  got  the  advances;  that  he  had 
drawn  several  drafts  on  the  Postmaster-General,  in  reduction 
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of  them;  that  the  drafts  were  all  paid,  and  that  the  balatjce 
asserted  remaiued  unpaid.  The;  showed,  also,  that  about 
four  months  after  the  first  sum  of  money  advanced  bj  the 
bank,  Nock  having  now  received  about  $3000  of  advfinces, 
bj  an  instrument  dated  June  6th,  1840,  reciting  the  advances 
to  that  date,  and  reciting  also  his  desire  to  secure,  *'  by  an 
assignment  of  the  patent,  in  manner  hereinafter  expressed," 
payment  not  only  of  those  advances  but  of  all  such  further 
sums  as  might  be  thereafter  advanced,  transferred  the  patent 
to  the  bank,  upon  trust,  in  case  of  his  failure  to  pay  the  bank 
the  money  advanced  or  to  be  advanced,  as  it  became  due,  to 
sell  the  patent  after  sixty  days'  notice  by  advertisement,  and 
reimburse  itself. 

The  answer,  which  was  not  disproved  on  these  poiiits, 
further  set  forth  that  the  government  having  annulled  its 
contract  with  the  respondent,  he,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
curing the  means  necessary  to  sue  it  in  the  Court  of  Claims, 
entered  into  the  agreement  of  1852;  but  that  thai  prosecu- 
tion resulted,  A.D.  1864,  in  a  judgment  adverse  to  his  claim. 
That  desiring  to  begin  a  new  suit  against  the  government, 
and  to  get  from  the  bank  money  to  carry  it  on,  he  signed 
the  paper  of  1866 ;  but  that  the  bank  had  never  advanced 
under  that  agreement  but  $100  (which  the  respondent  pro- 
fessed himself  ready  to  pay  back),  declaring  that  they  had 
no  confidence  in  his  claim,  and  would  never  advance  another 
cent ;  that  the  bank  thus  refusing  to  advance  money  to  pros- 
ecute the  case  anew,  it  then  became  necessary  for  the  re- 
spondent to  make  other  arrangements  to  get  money,  and 
that  by  aid  of  these  new  arrangements  with  other  persons, 
he  procured  an  act  of  Congress  referring  his  claim  again  to 
the  Court  of  Claims,  in  which  court,  without  any  assistance 
from  the  bank,  he  prosecuted  his  claim  anew,  and  after 
having  laid  out  over  $11,000  in  doing  so,  got  the  award  of 
$27,000,  upon  which  the  bank  sought  to  fix  a  lien. 

The  answer  expressly  denied  that  the  drafts  which  Nock 
drew  were  to  be  *'  any  lien  on  the  contract,"  though  it  ad- 
mitted that  they  were  founded  on  it,  and  made  to  enable  the 
bank  to  receive  pay  for  such  locks  as  should  be  delivered, 
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and  the  testimony  of  the  officer  of  the  bank  with  whom 
JS'ock  made  his  original  arrangement  said:  '^  We  made  dif- 
ferent advances  at  different  times  on  drafts.  The  under- 
standing was,  that  as  soon  as  the  locks  were  delivered  we 
were  to  draw  the  money."  The  bank  prayed  an  injunction 
against  Kock's  drawing  the  amount  of  the  judgment  from 
the  treasury  until  it  was  first  paid  its  advances. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  district  at  special  term  granted 
the  injunction  and  directed  an  account;  but  at  generftl  term 
dismissed  the  bill,  when  th^  bank  brought  the  case  by  appeal 
here. 

Messrs.  Edward  Swan  and  W,  J),  Davidge^for  the  bank: 

It  is  submitted  that  the  lien  of  the  bank  upon  the  fund  is 
too  plain  for  controversy.  Without  adverting  to  the  effect 
of  the  drafts  and  the  assignment  of  the  patent,  the  lien  is 
expressly  declared  and  established  by  the  agreements  of 
December  2d,  1852,  and  January  6th,  1865. 

The  lien  being  established,  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to 
enforce  payment  attached.* 

Mr.  Morris^  contra: 

The  only  lien  really  set  up  in  the  bill  itself,  notwithstand- 
ing its  loose  language — "  or  otherwise  on  the  proceeds  to 
arise  from  said  contract" — is  a  lien  on  the  drafts  or  their  pro- 
ceeds. The  testimony  of  the  officer  of  the  bank  who  made 
the  original  arrangement,  shows  that  this  was  the  only  lien 
thought  of.  All  the  drafts  given  were  paid.  The  whole 
case,  therefore,  falls. 

Independently  of  this,  the  alleged  contract  was  made  in 
1840.  Within  four  months  of  the  first  sum  given,  and 
while  but  a  part  of  the  money  was  yet  advanced,  Nock  as- 
signed his  patent.  That  the  patent  had  value  is  proved  by 
the  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Claims  for  $27,000.  It  had 
value  when  assigned.  This  bill  was  filed  in  1867.  The 
bank  has  never  offered  to  reassign.  Nock  could  not,  now, 
compel  a  reassignment.     Had  the  bank  sold,  it  could  have 

*  Wylie  V.  Coxe,  16  Howard,  415. 
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retained  the  proceeds.  This  long  retention  of  the  patent — ^a 
retention  for  twenty-seven  years — amounts  to  an  appro- 
priation of  it  for  the  advances.  At  all  events,  the  bank 
should  show  that  the  security  was  exhausted.  If  it  has  held 
on  to  it  till  it  has  lost  all  value,  it  has  no  case  for  equity. 

The  agreement  of  1852  don't  keep  alive  a  debt  not  sued 
for  till  1867.  And  as  an  agreement  to  create  one  by  its  owu 
force,  the  sufficient  answer  is,  that  the  prosecution  which  it 
was  meant  to  assert  ended  in  an  adverse  judgment 

As  to  the  paper  of  1865,  the  whole  consideration  for  it 
fails,  the  bank  not  having  advanced  money  for  the  second 
suit,  it  being  impossible  to  suppose  that  $100,  which  was  all 
that  was  advanced  under  it,  was  what  was  meant  to  be  ad- 
vanced to  prosecute  a  claim  whose  prosecution  cost  $11,000. 
Under  pretence  of  an  advance,  its  real  purpose  was  to  get 
an  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  no  longer  capable  of  being 
enforced.  And  to  use  it  for  any  purpose,  would  be  to  use  it 
fraudulently.  The  lien,  if  the  bank  ever  had  any,  was  lost 
by  the  abandonment  and  refusal  on  their  part  to  prosecute, 
or  to  permit  means  for  the  prosecution  of  the  claim.  And 
when  thereon,  upon  his  own  resources — the  bank  having 
declared  themselves  unwilling  to  further  prosecute,  or  to 
provide  means  for  prosecution — Nock  was  left  to  proceed  in 
his  own  way,  they  virtually  accepted  the  then  condition  of 
the  case,  with  an  adverse  judgment;  and  when  thereafter 
Nock,  with*  such  assistance  as  was  within  his  power,  pros- 
ecuted the  matter,  he  prosecuted  it  for  his  own  benefit,  and 
not  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Advances  were  made  by  the  complainants,  as  they  allege, 
to  enable  the  respondent  to  fulfil  a  certain  contract  which 
he  had  previously  made  with  the  Postmaster-General  to  fur- 
nish to  that  department  a  certain  number  of  mail  locks  and 
keys  for  the  postal  service  of  the  United  States. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  the  contract,  to  wit,  on  the  sixteenth 
of  July,  1839,  the  respondent  had  obtained  letters  patent  for 
the  lock  to  be  furnished,  as  a  new  and  useful  improvement, 
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with  the  exclusive  right  to  make,  use,  and  vend  the  same, 
for  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  and  on  the  first  day  of  August 
following  he  received  orders  from  the  head  of  that  depart- 
ment for  two  hundred  locks  and  six  hundred  keys,  to  be 
constructed  in  accordance  with  his  patent. 

Before  the  respondent  bad  filled  that  order,  to  wit,  on  the 
eighteenth  of  November  of  the  same  year,  he  received  an- 
other communication  from  the  Postmaster-General,  inform- 
ing him  that  he  was  authorized  to  make  mail  locks  and  keys 
for  the  Post-Office  Department,  of  certain  specified  descrip- 
tions, and  at  certain  specified  prices,  and  tbat  orders  would 
be  given  for  the  quantities  required  from  time  to  time,  as 
they  were  wanted,  payment  to  be  made  on  the  delivery  of 
the  articles,  as  ordered  for  the  use  of  tbe  government. 

Wanting  more  means  than  he  had  at  command,  to  enable 
him  to  perform  his  contract,  the  respondent  applied  to  the 
bank  for  a  loan,  and  the  complainants  allege  tbat  he  agreed, 
in  consideration  that  they  would  advance  money  for  him  on 
his  drafts  on  the  Postmaster-Q^neral,  to  give  the  bank  a 
specific  lien  on  the  drafts  and  their  proceeds,  whenever  the 
same  should  be  realized,  to  secure  and  reimburse  the  cor- 
poration for  the  full  amount  of  the  advances  so  made  or  to 
be  made,  with  interest  until  the  principal  should  be  repaid. 
Cash  advances  to  the  respondent  were  accordingly  made  by 
tbe  bank,  under  and  by  virtue  of  that  agreement,  and  the 
complainants  allege  that  the  advances  so  made  enabled  the 
respondent  to  fulfil  his  contract,  and  to  supply  the  locks  and 
keys  for  the  postal  service,  as  ordered  by  the  department. 

Drafts  were  drawn  on  the  Postmaster-General  for  the 
contract  price  of  the  locks  delivered;  but  the  complainants 
allege  that,  for  some  reason  unknown  to  them,  they  never 
received  more  than  two  hundred  dollars  of  the  proceeds, 
and  that  there  still  remains  due  and  owing  to  them  for  the 
advances  made  by  them,  including  interest,  the  sum  of  eight 
thousand  and  seventy-eight  dollars  and  eighty-two  cents; 
that  on  the  second  of  December,  1852,  the  respondent  en- 
tered into  a  written  agreement  with  the  corporation,  that  if 
they  would  make  him  further  advances  to  enable  him  to 
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prosecute  his  claim  against  the  governmenty  the  debt  due 
by  him  to  the  bank,  for  the  former  advances,  as  well  as  the 
further  advances  to  be  made,  should  be  first  paid  out  of  any 
sums  he  might  realize  for  his  claim  for  the  breach  of  the 
contract,  and  that  the  whole  amount  of  the  debt  due  to  the 
bank  should  be  paid  without  any  discount  if  the  amount  he 
realized  of  his  claim  exceeded  by  thirty-three  and  one-third 
per  cent,  the  amount  of  his  debt  to  the  bank. 

They  also  allege  that  the  respondent,  on  the  eighth  of 
January,  1865,  by  a  written  instrument  of  that  date,  under 
his  hand  and  seal,  acknowledged  all  the  advances  so  made 
to  him,  and  renewed  and  revived  his  said  indebtedness  and 
obligations  to  the  bank  for  the  said  advances. 

Moneys  were  subsequently  advanced  by  the  bank  for  the 
respondent  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  dollars,  and  they 
allege  that  the  Court  of  Claims  awarded  in  his  favor  the  sum 
of  twenty-seven  thousand  dollars,  in  full  satisfaction  for  the 
damages  claimed  by  the  respondent  for  the  acts  of  the  de- 
partment in  annulling  his  contract  to  furnish  such  locks  and 
keys  for  the  postal  service,  and  that  he  neglects  and  refuses 
to  pay  his  indebtedness  to  the  bank,  or  to  recognize  their 
specific  lien  on  that  fund,  but  that  he  is  seeking  to  appro- 
priate the  same  to  his  own  exclusive  use,  which,  as  they 
allege,  is  contrary  to  equity  and  in  fraud  of  their  legal  rights. 
Wherefore  they  pray  that  the  advances  they  made  to  the 
respondent  may  be  decreed  to  be  a  specific  lien  on  the 
amount  recovered  in  that  judgment,  and  they  also  pray  for 
an  account  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  respondent 
from  receiving  this  amount  from  the  treasury  of  the  United 
States. 

Process  having  been  issued  and  served,  the  respondent 
appeared  and  admitted  that  he  was  the  original  and  fii*st  in- 
ventor of  the  lock  in  question ;  that  he  received  letters  patent 
for  the  same  as  a  new  and  useful  improvement,  and  that  he 
made  a  contract  with  the  Postmaster-General  to  furnish  the 
same  to  ihat  department  for  the  postal  service  of  the  United 
States;  that  he  received  an  order  under  that  contract  for  one 
thousand  and  forty  locks  and  seven  hundred  and  fifty  keys; 
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that  he  subseqaeutly  filled  the  order,  and  that  the  proceeds 
thereof,  except  the  sum  of  one  handred  and  fifty  dollars, 
together  with  the  proceeds  of  other  parcels  of  the  same 
patented  lock  and  key,  to  the  amount  of  fifteen  hundred  and 
ninety-three  dollars  and  thirty-five  cents,  were  paid  to  the 
bank;  that  all  locks  and  keys  manufactured  and  delivered 
under' the  contract  were  paid  for  by  the  department,  except 
twelve  hundred,  which  the  Postmaster-General  refused  to 
accept,  and  which  the  respondent  delivered  to  the  bank,  in 
whose  possession  they  have  ever  since  remained,  unavailable 
to  the  respondent. 

Fearful  that  the  proceeds  of  the  drafts  would  not  be  sufli- 
cient  to  satisfy  the  claim  for  the  advances,  the  officers  of  the 
bank  demanded  further  security,  and  the  respondent  alleges 
that  thereupon  he  assigned  to  the  corporation  his  whole  in- 
terest in  the  letters  patent  for  the  lock  in  question,  and  that 
the  bank  continued  to  hold  the  same  until  the  letters  patent 
expired.  He  admits  that  he  executed  the  drafts  and  that 
they  were  drawn  to  enable  the  bank  to  receive  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  locks  and  keys  as  manufactured  and  delivered 
to  the  department,  but  he  expressly  denies  that  there  was 
any  understanding  or  agreement  that  the  drafts  were  to  be 
a  lien  on  the  contract,  as  alleged  in  the  argument  of  the  ap- 
pellants. 

Separate  defences  are  also  presented  to  the  subsequent 
agreements  set  up  by  the  appellants,  and  in  respect  to  that 
of  the  second  of  December,  1852,  he  alleges  that  the  ad- 
vances were  made  to  pay  for  the  services  of  an  agent  to 
procure  an  extension  of  the  patent  and  to  prosecute  his  claim 
against  the  government  for  the  annulment  of  his  contract; 
that  they  were  not  made  a  lien  on  the  contract,  as  supposed 
by  the  appellants,  and  that  the  application  for  the  extension 
of  the  patent  was  refused,  and  that  the  suit  in  the  Court  of 
Claims  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  re- 
sulted in  an  adverse  judgment. 

Apart  from  that  defence  he  also  alleges  that  the  bank  em- 
ployed the  same  agent  and  agreed  to  give  him  one-third  of 
whatever  sum  they  might  receive  towards  their  claim,  in 
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case  the  agent  was  successful  in  procuring  the  extension  of 
the  patent,  or  the  allowance  of  the  claim. 

In  Ids  answer  the  respondent  also  admits  the  execution  of 
the  agreement  of  the  sixth  of  January,  1865,  but  he  alleges 
that  he  never  received  under  it  more  than  one  hundred  dol- 
lars, and  that  when  he  needed  funds  to  enable  him  to  prose- 
cute his  claim  to  a  successful  result,  the  appellants  refused 
to  make  him  any  advances,  and  informed  him  that  they  bad 
no  confidence  in  his  claim,  and  that  they  would  not  advance 
him  a  dollar  for  that  purpose. 

By  the  order  of  the  court  the  cause  was  referred  to  an 
auditor,  and  he  reported  that  the  several  advances  made  to 
the  respondent  amounted  to  eight  thousand  seven  hundred 
dollars  and  thirty-three  cents,  and  the  court,  at  a  special 
term,  on  the  fifth  of  August,  1867,  entered  a  decree  in  favor 
of  the  complainants  for  that  amount.  But  the  respondent 
appealed  to  the  full  court  in  general  term,  where  the  decree 
was  reversed  and  a  decree  entered  dismissing  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint. Whereupon  the  complainants  appealed  to  this  court, 
and  still  insist  that  their  claim  is  a  lien  upon  the  judgment 
recovered  by  the  respondent  against  the  United  States  in 
the  Court  of  Claims. 

Liens  existed  at  common  law,  and  they  usually  arise  by 
statute  or  by  contract,  or  by  the  usages  of  trade  or  com- 
merce.* Such  a  contract,  if  alleged,  must  be  proved,  and 
when  proved  the  rights  of  the  parties  depend  upon  the  terms 
of  the  contract.f 

The  complainants  contend  that  their  claim  is  a  lien  upon 
the  judgment  recovered  by  the  respondent,  but  he  denies 
that  proposition  and  insists  that  he  never  entered  into  any 
such  contract.  Before  examining  that  question,  however, 
in  its  general  aspect,  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  and  de- 
termine whether  by  the  terms  of  the  original  arrangement 
it  was  agreed  and  understood  between  the  parties  that  the 

*  Addison  on  Contracts,  1174;  8  Parsons  on  Contracts,  288. 
f  Randel  o.  Brown,  2  Howard,  406;  Allen  v,  Ogden,  1  Washington's 
Circuit  Court,  174. 
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advances  made  by  the  bank  to  the  respondent  were  to  be  a 
lien  upon  the  contract  made  by  the  respondent  to  manufac- 
ture the  locks  and  keys  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  Post- 
master-General, or  whether  those  advances  were  only  to  be 
a  lien  on  the  drafts  to  be  drawn  by  the  respondent  for  the 
proceeds  of  the  locks  and  keys  so  manufactured  and  deliv- 
ered, after  the  proceeds  became  due  and  payable. 

Evidently  the  views  of  the  complainants  cannot  be  sus- 
tained by  virtue  of  the  original  arrangement,  unlcRs  they 
had  a  lien  upon  the  contract  between  the  government  and 
the  respondent,  as  the  drafU  drawn  for  the  proceeds  have  all 
been  paid  and  adjusted  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  concerned. 
Suffice  it  to  say  on  this  point  that  the  complainants  do  not 
allege  in  the  bill  of  complaint  that  they  had  any  lien  upon 
the  contract;  and  if  they  had  done  so  the  allegation  would 
not  be  of  any  avail,  as  the  answer  expressly  denies  the  exist- 
ence of  any  such  lien,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  proofs  to 
sustain  any  such  theory. 

What  they  do  allege  is,  that  they  had  a  specific  lien  upon 
the  drafts  drawn  for  the  proceeds  of  the  locks  and  keys 
manufactured  and  delivered,  but  it  is  not  alleged  that  there 
were  any  such  drafts  outstanding  and  unpaid  by  the  govern- 
ment, which  were  included  in  the  judgment  recovered  by  the 
respondent.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  alleged  in  the  answer, 
and  not  denied  by  the  complainants,  that  all  the  drafts  drawn 
for  locks  and  keys  manufactured  and  delivered  to  the  de- 
partment were  paid  in  full  by  the  government. 

Twelve  hundred  locks  were  manufactured,  which  were 
refused  by  the  Postmaster-General,  but  the  averment  of  the 
answer  is,  that  they  were  delivered  to  the  bank,  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  draft  or  drafts  for  the  contract  price  of 
those  articles  were  ever  drawn,  presented,  or  refused.  Such 
advances  were  made  by  the  bank  at  diflerent  times,  and  one 
of  the  appellants  testifies  that  the  understanding  was  that 
they  were  to  draw  the  money  as  soon  as  the  locks* were  de- 
livered, and  that  the  orders  were  given  to  enable  them  to 
draw  the  money  due  for  locks  and  keys  furnished  to  the  de- 
partment ;  and  the  respondent  testifies  that  the  whole  amount 
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dae  for  the  locks  furnished  was  paid  by  the  government  either 
to  him  or  to  the  bank. 

Much  of  the  respondent's  indebtedness  to  the  bank  was 
contracted  prior  to  the  sixth  of  June,  1840,  and  on  that  day 
he  assigned  his  whole  interest  in  the  letters  patent  to  the 
bank,  or  to  one  of  the  appellants  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank, 
as  security  for  such  advances,  with  authority,  in  case  he 
should  fail  to  pay  the  same  when  the  advances  became  due, 
to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  patent  at  public  or  private  sale, 
first  giving  sixty  days'  public  notice  of  such  sale,  as  provided 
in  the  instrument  of  assignment. 

Dissatisfied  with  the  arrangement  the  department  refused 
to  give  further  orders  for  the  locks  and  keys,  and  on  the 
sixth  of  December,  1841y  the  department  annulled  the  con- 
tract, and  entered  into  a  new  contract  with  another  party  to 
supply  the  locks  and  keys  for  the  postal  service  of  the  United 
States. 

All  the  drafts  drawn  by  the  respondent  for  the  proceeds  of 
locks  and  keys  furnished  to  the  department  had  been  paid, 
and  he  had  no  claim  upon  the  United  States  except  for  the 
breach  of  the  contract. 

Suppose  all  these  suggestions  are  correct,  still  the  com- 
plainants refer  to  the  agreement  of  the  second  of  December, 
1852,  and  insist  that  they  are  entitled  to  a  decree  by  virtue 
of  that  instrument.  Undoubtedly  the  effect  of  that  instru- 
ment was  to  renew  and  revive  the  original  promise  of  the 
respondent  to  pay  to  the  bank  any  balance  which  he  owed 
the  corporation  for  those  prior  advances,  but  it  did  not  have 
the  effect  to  renew  or  revive  any  prior  lien  on  the  con- 
tract between  the  respondent  and  the  government,  because 
no  such  prior  lien  ever  had  any  existence.  It  removed  the 
bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  but  its  effect  in  all  other 
respects  was  only  prospective. 

Briefly  stated,  the  terms  of  the  instrument  are,  that  the 
bank  shall  advance  such  sums  of  money  as  they  may  think 
proper  for  the  necessary  costs  and  expenses  in  prosecuting 
the  claim  of  the  respondent  against  the  government,  and 
that  he,  the  respondent,  agrees,  in  consideration  thereof,  that 
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their  debt  against  him,  together  with  the  sums  so  advanced, 
shall  first  be  paid  out  of  any  receipts  realized  from  the  gov- 
ernment. Certain  advances  were  accordingly  made  for  that 
purpose,  an  agent  was  employed,  a  suit  was  instituted  in  the 
Court  of  Claims,  but  nothing  was  recovered,  and  the  result 
was  |in  adverse  judgment  against  the  claimant.  Both  the 
bank  and  the  claimant  abandoned  the  prosecution  of  the 
claim,  and  nothing  further  was  done  in  that  behalf  for  the 
period  of  twelve  years.  Nothing  in  fact  was  ever  done  by 
the  bank  or  the  respondent  under  that  agreement  after  the 
suit  was  determined  in  favor  of  the  United  States. 

Conditioned,  as  the  instrument  was,  that  the  debts  of  the 
bank  were  to  be  paid  out  of  the  receipts  which  they  might 
collect  from  the  government,  our  conclusion  is,  that  the 
supposed  lien  never  attached  to  the  claim  of  the  respondent, 
as  nothing  was  ever  collected.  Beyond  doubt  he  owes  the 
debt,  as  he  received  the  advances,  but  the  question  is  whether 
the  bank  acquired  any  lien  by  virtue  of  that  instrument,  and 
our  couclusiou  is  that  no  lien  was  created  by  it,  because 
nothing  was  collected  from  the  government. 

Years  elapsed  before  the  respondent  made  any  further 
attempt  to  obtain  damages  for  the  refusal  of  the  Postmaster- 
General  to  fulfil  the  contract.  Some  new  powers  had  been 
conferred  upon  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  the  respondent 
employed  a  new  agent,  who  succeeded  in  procuring  the 
passage  of  a  resolution  by  Congress,  referring  the  matter 
again  to  the  Court  of  Claims  for  their  adjudication.  En- 
couraged by  this  resolution  he  instituted  a  new  suit  in  the 
Court  of  Claims,  and  on  the  sixth  of  January,  1865,  he  gave 
the  bank  another  written  agreement  renewing  and  reviving 
his  indebtedness  and  obligations  arising  out  of  certain  ad- 
vances made  to  him  for  drafts  on  the  Postmaster-General,, 
and  for  all  accruing  interest,  as  well  as  for  any  other  ad- 
vances which  have  been  or  may  be  made  by  the  said  bank. 

Reference  is  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  this  instrument  as 
showing  a  lien  on  the  judgment  in  question  in  behalf  of  the 
complainants,  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  language  of  the 
instrument  will  not  admit  of  any  such  construction.     IJn- 
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queBtionably  it  is  a  new  promise,  but  it  contains  no  language 
whatever  to  support  the  theory  that  the  parties  intended 
that  it  should  have  the  eflfect  to  create  a  lien  in  iavor  of  the 
bank  upon  the  claim  of  the  respondent  against  the  United 
States. 

Special  reference  is  made  in  the  instrument  to  thfB  ad- 
vances made  for  the  drafts  drawn  on  the  Postmaster-General, 
not  as  creating  or  recognizing  any  lien  on  the  original  con- 
tract, but  as  descriptive  of  the  indebtedness  and  obligations 
which  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  respondent  to  renew  and 
revive. 

Two  indorsements  were  made  on  the  instrument,  to  wit, 
one  for  sixty  dollars  and  the  other  for  forty  dollars,  and  it 
is  true  that  those  indorsements  contain  the  recital  that  those 
sums  were  advanced  in  aid  of  the  claim  of  the  respondent, 
and  that  the  appellants,  as  trustees  of  the  bank,  have  an  in- 
terest in  the  claim,  but  it  is  not  there  stated,  even  if  the  in- 
dorsements are  competent  evidence,  what  their  interest  is, 
nor  that  they  have  any  other  or  greater  interest  than  other 
creditors.  They  do  not  pretend  that  they  advanced  more 
than  those  two  sums  under  the  last  agreement,  and  they  ad- 
mit that  the  respondent  several  times  applied  to  them  for 
money,  and  that  they  refused  to  supply  his  wants,  which 
fully  supports  the  allegations  of  the  answer. 

His  theory  is  that  they  agreed  to  advance  what  was  neces- 
sary to  pay  the  expenses  in  the  new  prosecution  of  the  claim, 
but  the  complainantH  deny  that  proposition,  and  insist  that 
.they  let  him  have  all  they  agreed  to  furnish,  and  if  that  alle- 
gation is  true  it  afibrds  strong  ground  to  conclude  that  the 
instrument  under  consideration  never  was  intended  to  create 
any  such  obligations  as  is  supposed  by  the  appellants.  But 
if  it  will  admit  of  such  a  construction  then  it  is  clear  that 
the  eomplainants  cannot  recover,  as  they  never  fulfilled  the 
contract.  They  never  advanced  but  one  hundred  dollars, 
and  it  is  past  belief  that  either  party  ever  supposed  that  the 
expenses  of  prosecuting  the  claim  to  a  successful  result  would 
not  exceed  that  sum. 

Dbcreb  affirmed. 
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Bushnbll  v.  Kbnnbdy. 

1.  It  woald  seem  that  the  restriction  in  the  lltfa  section  of  the  Judiciary 

Act,  giving  original  Jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  and  which  pro- 
vides that  they  shall  not  *'  have  cognizance  of  any  suit  to  recover  the 
eonients  of  any  promissory  note  or  other  chose  in  action^  in  favor  of  an 
assignee,  unless  a  suit  might  have  heen  prosecuted  in  such  court  to  re- 
cover the  said  contents  if  no  assignment  had  been  made,"  applies  only 
to  rights  of  action  founded  on  contracts,  which  contain  within  them- 
selves some  promise  or  duty  to  be  performed,  and  not  to  mere  naked 
rights  of  action  founded  on  some  wrongful  act,  or  some  neglect  of  duty 
to  which  the  law  attaches  damages. 

2.  However  this  may  be,  the  restriction  of  the  11th  section  not  being  found 

in  the  language  of  the  12th,  and  the  reasons  for  its  being  in  the  11th 
section  not  existing  for  its  being  in  the  12th,  it  is  not  to  be  considered 
as  applying  to  cases  transferred  from  State  oourta  to  the  Circuit  Court 
under  this  latter  section. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Louisiana; 
the  case  being  thus  : 

The  11th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  a  section  which  de- 
fines the  original  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Courts,*  enacts; 

''That  the  Circuit  Courts  shall  bftve  original  cognizance,  con- 
current with  the  courts  of  the  several  States,  of  all  suits  of  a 
civil  nature  at  common  law  or  in  equity,  when  the  matter  in 
dispute  exceeds,  exclusive  of  costs,  the  sum  or  value  of  $500, 
and  the  United  States  are  plaintiffs  or  petitioners,  ...  or  the 
suit  is  between  a  citizen  of  the  State  where  the  suit  is  brought 
and  a  citizen  of  another  State." 

But  the  section  gives  this  original  cognizance  subject  to 
two  limitations,  of  which  one  runs  thus : 

"  Nor  shall  any  District  or  Circuit  Court  have  cognizance  of 
any  suit  to  recover  the  contents  of  any  promissoiy  note  or  other 
chose  in  action  in  favor  of  an  assignee,  unless  a  suit  might  have 
been  prosecuted  in  such  court  to  recover  the  said  contents  if  no 
assignment  had  been  made,  except  in  cases  of  foreign  bills  of  ex- 
change." 

*  1  But.  at  Large,  78. 
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Having  thus  conferred  and  limited  the  original  jurisdic- 
tion, the  act  in  the  12th  section  provides: 

"  That  if  a  suit  he  commenced  in  any  State  court  against  an 
alien,  or  by  a  citizen  of  the  State  in  which  the  suit  is  brought 
against  a  citizen  of  another  State,  •  .  .  and  the  defendant  shall, 
at  the  time  of  entering  his  appearance  in  such  State  court,  file 
a  petition  for  the  removal  of  the  cause  for  trial  into  the  next 
Circuit  Court,  ...  it  shall  then  be  the  duty  of  the  State  court 
to  accept  the  surety,  and  proceed  no  further  in  the  cause,  .  .  . 
and  the  cause  shall  then  proceed  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been 
brought  by  original  process"* 

With  these  enactments  in  force,  Kennedy  &  Co.,  mer- 
chants of  New  Orleans,  brought  suit  against  Bushuell,  to 
recover  from  him  the  balance  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  which 
had  been  intrusted  or  lent  by  them  to  Mills  &  Frisby,  doing 
business  at  Baton  Rouge,  for  the  purchase  of  cotton,  to  be 
shipped  to  the  firm  in  New  Orleans.  Bushnell  borrowed 
the  whole  sum  of  Mills  k  Frisby  under  a  promise  to  return 
it  within  six  days;  repaid,  in  fact,  twenty-five  hundred  dol- 
lars, but  failed  to  refund  the  balance.  Thereupon,  Mills  ft 
Frisby  assigned  all  their  claim  to  the  debt  of  Bushnell  to 
Kennedy  &  Co.,  who  filed  their  petition  against  him  in  the 
Third  District  Court  of  New  Orleans,  and  prayed  a  writ  of 
attachment,  which  was  issued  accordingly. 

Certain  parties^  resident  in  New  Orleans,  were  made  gar- 
nishees, and  required  to  answer  interrogatories  touching  the 
moneys,  credits,  or  property  of  Bushnell  in  their  hands,  or 
under  their  control.  These  interrogatories  were  answered 
by  the  peremptory  denial  of  the  garnishees  that  they  had 
in  their  hands,  or  under  their  control,  anything  belonging 
to  Bushnell.  Afterwards,  a  citation  was  issued  against  Bush- 
uell, and  served  personally  upon  him,  requiring  an  answer  to 
the  petition.  Thereupon  he  appeared  and  filed  a  petition, 
averring  that  all  the  members  of  the  firm  of  Kennedy  &  Co. 
were  citizens  of  Louisiana,  and  that  he  was  a  citizen  of  Con- 
necticut, and  prayed  that  the  suit  might  be  removed  into 

*  1  Stat  at  Large,  79. 
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the  Circait  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Louisiana.  This  petition  was  allowed,  and  the  cause  re- 
moved according  to  its  prajer.  But,  by  an  order  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  the  suit  was  remanded  to  the  State  District 
Court,  and  it  was  this  order  which  was  brought  here  for 
revision  by  the  writ  of  error. 

That  Kennedy  &  Co.,  a^  assignees  of  Mills  &  Frisby,  were 
entitled,  under  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  to  sue  in  the  State 
court  upon  the  debt  assigned  to  theui,  in  tlieir  own  names, 
was  apparently  conceded  upon  the  argument  at  the  bar. 
But  it  seemed  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court 
that  they  could  not  maintain  a  suit  in  that  character  in  a 
court  of  the  United  States  without  averring  in  their  petition 
that  their  assignors.  Mills  &  Frisby,  were  citizens  of  another 
State  than  the  defendant,  entitled,  if  no  assignment  had  been 
made,  to  maintain  suit  upon  the  debt  against  the  defendant; 
the  ground  of  this  opinion,  doubtless,  having  been  the  dis- 
ability to  sue  in  the  National  courts,  imposed  by  the  already 
quoted  11th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  upon  the  assignees 
of  a  chose  in  actiony  in  cases  of  which  those  courts  would  not 
have  jurisdiction  if  the  suit  were  brought  by  the  assignors. 

Mr.  Diarantj  in  support  of  (he  order  below  : 

A  suit  brought  by  original  process  in  a  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States,  on  a  chose  in  action  assigned  to  the  plain- 
tiff, must  show  on  the  face  of  the  record  that  the  action 
could  be  maintained  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  if 
no  assignment  had  been  made;^  but  the  petition  originally 
filed  in  the  State  court,  and  transferred  to  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court,  does  not  show  on  its  face  that  the  parties, 
Mills  k  Frisby,  who  assigned  the  claim  sued  on  to  Kennedy 
k  Co.,  could  have  brought  suit  against  Bushnell  by  original 
process  in  the  Circuit  Court.  The  Circuit  Court  was,  there- 
fore, on  the  face  of  the  record,  without  jurisdiction. 

The  theory  of  the  11th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of 
1789  is,  that  the  civic  title  or  quality  of  citizenship  pertain- 

*  Turner  9.  Bank  of  North  America,  4  Dallas,  S ;  Mollan  v,  Torrance, 
9  Wheaton,  58S. 
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ing  to  him  who  assigns  a  chose  in  action  is  transferred  by  the 
assignment  to  the  assignee,  and  will  disqualify  the  latter, 
however  qualified  otherwise  he  may  be,  from  saing  in  the 
Circuit  Court,  if  the  former  were  himself  disqualified ;  and 
if  his  quality  be  not  affirmatively  set  forth,  it  is  as  if  he  were 
presumed  to  be  disqualified,  and  the  suit  cannot  be  main* 
tained;  or,  as  an  equivalent  expression,  the  citizenship  of  the 
assignor  of  the  chose  in  action  must  be  alleged  in  the  petition. 
This  necessity  goes  into  the  12th  section,  which  expressly 
enacts  that  the  cause,  when  transferred,  shall  ^^  proceed  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  brought  by  original  pro- 
cess." Had  this  cause  been  brought  by  original  process, 
confessedly  it  would  have  been  dismissed. 

Mr,  Ashtonj  contra. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

That  the  indebtedness  of  Bushnell  to  Mills  &  Frisby  was 
a  chose  in  action  cannot  be  doubted;  for  under  that  compre- 
hensive description  are  included  all  debts  and  all  claims  for 
damages  for  breach  of  contract,  or  for  torts  connected  with 
contract.  Nor  can  it  be  denied  that  every  suitor  who  brings 
an  action  in  a  court  of  the  United  States  must  aver  in  his 
pleadings  a  state  of  facts,  which,  under  the  National  Consti- 
tution and  laws,  gives  to  the  court  jurisdiction  of  his  suit* 

In  the  case  before  us  the  suit  was  brought  in  the  State 
court,  where  no  question  of  jurisdiction,  founded  upon  citi- 
zenship, could  arise.  In  that  court,  therefore,  there  was  no 
necessity  for  any  averment  in  respect  to  citizenship.  But 
under  the  12th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  any  defendant, 
being  a  citizen  of  another  State  than  the  plaintiff  or  peti- 
tioner, is  entitled,  upon  application  at  the  proper  time,  to 
have  his  cause  removed  to  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States;  and  in  the  case  under  consideration,  the  defendant 
filed  his  petition,  averring  the  requisite  facts  as  to  his  own 
citizenship  and  the  citizenship  of  the  petitioners,  and,  there- 
upon, obtained  an  order  for  removal. 

*  Turner  v.  Bank  of  North  America,  4  Dallas,  8. 
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The  order  was,  doubtless,  rightly  made.  The  jurisdiction 
of  the  cause  was  regularly  transferred  to  the  Circuit  Court, 
and  the  cause  stood  in  that  court  as  if  brought  there  by 
original  process.  The  jurisdiction  thus  acquired  by  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  was  in  no  sense  appellate.  Removal,  under  our 
peculiar  system  of  State  and  National  jurisdictions,  is  simply 
a  mode  in  which  the  right  to  resort  under  certain  circum- 
stances to  the  latter  rather  than  the  former  is  secured  to  de- 
fendants as  well  as  plaintifis* 

Two  questions,  then,  arise  in  this  cause : 

(1st.)  Whether  the  11th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  ap- 
plies to  a  suit  instituted  by  the  assignees  of  such  a  chose  in 
action  as  is  shown  in  the  pleadings?  and — 

(2d.)  Whether  valid  objection  can  betaken  to  jurisdiction 
of  such  a  suit  when  removed  to  the  Circuit  Court  by  the  de- 
fendant under  the  12th  section. 

Upon  the  first  question,  it  may  be  observed  that  the  denial 
of  jurisdiction  of  suits  by  assignees  has  never  been  taken  in 
an  absolutely  literal  sense.  It  has  been  held  that  suits  upon 
notes  payable  to  a  particular  individual  or  to  bearer  may  be 
maintained  by  the  holder,  without  any  allegation  of  citizen-  .^  i 
ship  of  the  original  payee;  though  it  is  not  to  be  doubtedifr  j^^^ 
that  the  holder's  title  to  the  note  could  only  be  derivedjf^  |^^i^ 
through  transfer  or  assignment.*  So,  too,  it  has  been  de- 
cided, where  the  assignment  was  by  will,  that  the  restriction 
is  not  applicable  to  the  representative  of  the  decedeut.f 
And  it  has  also  been  determined  that  the  assignee  of  a  chose 
inaction  may  maintain  a  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  recover 
possession  of  the  specific  thing,  or  damages  for  its  wrongful 
caption  or  detention,  though  the  court  would  have  no  juris- 
diction of  the  suit  if  brought  by  the  assignors.^  And  it  has 
recently§  been  very  strongly  argued  that  the  restriction  ap- 
plies only  to  contracts  ^^  which  may  be  properly  said  to  have 

«  Bullard  v.  BeU,  1  Mason,  259  (1817) ;  Bank  of  Kentucky  v.  Wister,  2 
Peters,  321  (1829). 
f  Chappedelaine  v.  Dechenauz,  4  Granch,  808  (1808). 

1  Deshler  v.  Dodge,  16  Howard,  681  (1868). 

2  Barney  v.  Globe  Bank,  2  American  Law  Register,  ]S.  S.,  229  (1862). 


892  BusBNELL  V.  Kennedy.  [Sup.  Ct 

opinion  of  the  eourt. 

contents;"  ^'not  mere  naked  rights  of  action  founded  on 
some  wrongful  act,  some  neglect  of  duty  to  which  the  law 
attaches  damages,  but  rights  of  action  founded  on  contracts 
which  contain  within  themselves  some  promise  or  duty  to  be 
performed." 

And  this  view  of  the  restriction  seems  to  be  warranted  by 
the  consideration  of  the  mischief  which  it  was  intended  to 
prevent.  Not  a  little  apprehension  was  excited  at  the  time 
of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  in  respect  to  the  extent 
of  the  jurisdiction  vested  in  the  National  courts;  and  that 
apprehension  was  respected  in  the  Judiciary  Act,  which  soon 
afterwards  received  the  sanction  of  Congress.  It  was  obvi- 
ous that  numerous  suits,  by  assignees,  under  assignments 
made  for  the  express  purpose  of  giving  jurisdiction,  would 
be  brought  in  those  courts  if  the  right  of  assignees  to  sue 
was  left  unrestricted.  It  was  to  prevent  that  evil  and  to 
keep  the  jurisdiction  of  the  National  courts  within  just  limits 
that  the  restriction  was  put  into  the  act. 

This  view  has  the  sanction  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  who, 
in  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States  v.  The  Planters^ 
Bank  of  Georgia^*  used  this  language :  "  It  was  apprehended 
that  bonds  and  notes  given  in  the  usual  course  of  business, 
by  citizens  of  the  same  State  to  each  other,  might  be  assigned 
to  the  citizens  of  another  State,  and  thus  render  the  maker 
liable  to  a  suit  in  a  Federal  court." 

And  when  it  is  remembered  what  class  of  actions  it  is, 
which,  upon  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  can  be  main- 
tained by  an  assignee  in  his  own  name,  it  may  well  be  ad* 
mitted  that  it  would  not  have  been  an  unreasonable  construc- 
tion of  the  restriction  if  it  had  been  applied  only  to  notes, 
bonds,  and  other  written  contracts,  containing  promises  to 
pay  money,  upon  which  an  assignee  could  sue  without  using 
the  name  of  the  assignor.  Of  such  contracts,  certainly,  it 
may  with  more  propriety  be  said  that  they  have  "  contents," 
than  of  claims  for  damages  arising  either  from  torts  or  from 
breaches  of  contracts. 

«  9  Wheaton,  904  (1824). 
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It  is  true  that  at  an  earlier  day  a  diflerent  construction 
was  given  to  it.  In  Sere  v.  Pitot^*  it  was  held  that  an  assignee, 
by  act  of  the  law,  as  the  general  assignee  of  the  effects  of 
an  insolvent,  could  not  sue  in  the  Circuit  Court  unless  the 
insolvent  himself  might  sue.  It  is  not  easy  to  reconcile  this 
opinion  with  the  later  judgments;  but  it  is  not  necessary  now 
to  determine  definitely  the  true  construction  of  the  restric- 
tion, as  we  think  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Court 
over  the  cause  before  us  can  be  well  supported  on  the  12th 
section.  That  section,  as  we  have  already  stated,  provides 
for  the  removal  of  suits  by  defendants.  The  restriction  in 
the  11th  section  is  not  found  in  the  12th.  Kor  does  the 
reason  for  the  restriction  exist.  In  the  11th  section  its  office 
was  to  prevent  frauds  upon  the  JMrisdiction,  and  vexation  of 
defendants,  by  assignments  made  for  the  purpose  of  having 
suits  brought  in  the  name  of  assignees,  but  in  reality  for  the 
benefit  of  aasignors.  In  the  12th  it  would  have  no  office, 
for  the  removal  of  suits  could  not  operate  as  a  fraud  on  juris- 
diction, and  was  a  privilege  of  defendants,  not  a  hardship 
upon  them. 

It  is  true,  indeed,  as  was  said  in  argument,  that  the  section 
provides  that  after  removal  "  the  cause  shall  then  proceed 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  brought  by  original 
process;"  but  we  cannot  recognize  the  validity  of  the  infer- 
ence that  the  defendant,  before  pleading  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
may  move  to  dismiss  the  suit  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  This 
construction  would  enable  the  non-resident  defendant  in  a 
State  court  to  remove  the  suit  against  him  into  a  Circuit 
Court,  and  then,  by  a  simple  motion  to  dismiss,  defeat  the 
jurisdiction  of  both  courts.  Such  a  construction,  unless  im- 
peratively required  by  the  plain  language  of  the  act,  is  wholly 
inadmissible.  And  it  is  clear  that  the  language  of  the  act 
does  not  require  it.  Its  plain  meaning  is  that  the  suit  shall 
proceed,  not  that  it  shall  proceed  unless  the  defendant  moves 
to  dismiss.  The  defendant  is  not  in  court  against  his  consent, 
but  by  his  own  act,  and  the  suit  is  to  proceed  as  if  brought 

*  6  Cranoh,  S82. 
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by  original  process,  and  the  defendant  had  waived  all  excep- 
tion to  jurisdiction,  and  pleaded  to  the  merits.  Under  the 
11th  section  the  exception  to  jurisdiction  is  the  privilege  of 
the  defendant,  and  may  be  waived ;  for  the  suit  is  still  between 
citizens  of  different  States,  and  the  jurisdiction  still  appears 
in  the  record.  The  first  act  of  the  defendant,  indeed,  under 
the  12th  section,  is  something  more  than  consent,  something 
more  than  a  waiver  of  objection  to  jurisdiction,  it  is  a  prayer 
for  the  privilege  of  resorting  to  Federal  jurisdiction,  and  he 
cannot  be  permitted  afterwards  to  question  it.* 

We  caimot  doubt,  therefore,  that  the  Circuit  Court  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  case  under  consideration.  We  are  all  of 
opinion  that  the  court  erred  in  remanding  the  cause  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  State  court,  and  the  order  to  that  effect 
must  be  Rbvebsbd. 


NOONAN  V.   BbADLBT. 


I 


I 


1.  An  administrator  appointed  in  one  State  oannot,  bj  virtae  of  such  ap- 

pointment, maintain  an  action  in  another  State,  in  the  absence  of  a 
statute  of  the  latter  State  giving  effect  to  that  appointment,  to  enforce 
an  obligation  due  his  intestate.  If  be  desires  to  prosecute  a  suit  in 
another  State  he  must  first  obtain  a  grant  of  administration  therein  in 
accordance  with  its  laws. 

2.  In  an  action  by  a  plaintiff  as  an  administrator,  the  objection  that,  as  to  the 

causes  of  action  stated  in  the  declaration,  he  is  not,  and  never  has  been, 
administrator  of  the  effects  of  the  deceased,  may  be  taken  by  a  special 
plea  in  bar. 
8.  It  would  appear  that  the  objection  may  also  be  taken  by  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment. 

4.  One  plea  in  bar  is  not  waived  by  the  existence  of  another  plea  in  bar, 

though  the  two  may  be  inconsistent  in  their  averments  with  each  other. 
The  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  in  such  case  is  not  by  demurrer,  but  by 
motion  to  strike  out  one  of  the  pleas,  or  to  compel  the  defendant  to  elect 
by  which  he  will  abide. 

5.  In  an  action  by  a  plaintiff  as  administrator,  a  plea  to  the  merits  admits 

the  representative  character  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  extent  stated  in  the 
declaration,  and  If  that  statement  is  consistent  with  the  grant  of  letters 

*  Sayles  v.  Northwestern  Insurance  Co.,  2  Curtis,  212. 


Dec.  1869.]  IS'oonan  v.  Bhadlkt.  895 


Statement  of  the  case. 


within  the  State,  it  also  admits  his  right  to  sue  in  that  capacity; — but 
such  a  plea  admits  nothing  more  than  the  title  stated  in  the  declaration. 

6.  The  substitution  in  this  court  of  an  administrator  as  a  party  in  place  of 

his  intestate  on  the  record,  in  a  case  pending  on  appeal,  only  authorizes 
the  prosecution  of  that  case  in  bis  name;  it  confers  no  right  to  prosecute 
any  other  suit  in  his  name. 

7.  In  an  action  in  one  State  by  an  administrator  appointed  in  another  State, 

on  a  bond  given  to  the  intestate,  a  plea  that  the  bond  was  bona  notabilia 
on  the  death  of  the  decedent,  in  the  State  other  than  the  one  which 
appointed  the  administrator  suing  as  plaintiff,  and  that  an  adminis- 
trator of  the  effects  of  the  decedent  in  that  State  has  been  appointed 
and  qualified,  is  a  good  answer  to  the  action.  It  is  an  averment  of  facts 
which  in  law  e^ccludes  all  right  to,  and  control  over,  the  property  in 
that  State  by  the  foreign  administrator. 

8.  Where  a  bond  for  the  purchase-money  of  certain  land  was  delivered  upon 

an  agreement  indorsed  upon  the  bond  by  the  obligee  that  he  would  not 
enforce  the  bond  in  case  his  title  to  the  land  should  fail:  Held,  that  the 
agreement  was  not  limited  in  its  operation  to  the  time  when  the  bond 
matured  or  the  penalty  became  forfeited,  but  was  a  perpetual  covenant 
not  to  enforce  the  bond  in  case  the  designated  event  at  any  time  hap- 
pened. 

9.  Where  doubt  exists  as  to  the  conptruction  of  an  instrument  prepared  by 

one  party,  upon  the  faith  of  which  the  other  party  has  incurred  obliga- 
tions or  parted  with  his  property,  that  construction  should  be  adopted 
which  will  be  favorable  to  the  latter  party ;  and  where  an  instrudnent 
is  susceptible  of  two  constructions — the  one  working  injustice  and  the 
other  consistent  with  the  right  of  the  case — that  one  should  be  favored 
which  upholds  the  right. 

10.  The  agreement  above-mentioned  indorsed  on  the  bond  constitutes  a  part 

of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  qualifying  its  provisions  for  the  payment 
of  the  instalments  of  the  principal  and  interest,  and  declaring,  in  effect, 
that  the  payments  shall  not  be  required  and  the  obligation  of  the  bond 
shall  cease  in  case  the  event  designated  happens. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Wisconsin ;  the  case  being  thus : 

In  October,  1855,  Noonan,  the  defendant  in  the  court  be- 
low, purchased  of  one  Lee,  and  received  from,  him  a  war- 
ranty deed  of  certain  real  property  situated  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin,  and  for  the  purchase-money  gave  his  bond 
in  the  penal  sum  of  eight  thousand  dollars,  conditioned  to 
pay  four  thousand  dollars  in  four  equal  annual  instalments, 
with  interest,  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the  property.  At 
that  time  the  premises  were  in  the  possession  of  one  Orton, 


896  NooNAN  V.  Bbadlet.  [Sup.  Ct 

Statement  of  the  case. 

holding  them  adversely  to  Lee,  and  in  consequence  of  this 
fact  Noonan  required  from  Lee,  as  a  condition  to  the  de- 
livery of  the  bond,  an  agreement  against  its  enforcement  in 
case  his  title  to  the  land  should  fail  (except  as  against  the 
United  States  for  the  portion  of  the  river  (Milwaukee)  be- 
yond a  certain  designated  line),  and  to  deduct  from  the  sum 
stipulated  the  amount  of  any  incumbrances  which  might 
be  found  on  the  property.  Such  an  agreement  was  ac- 
cordingly given,  and  was  indorsed  on  the  bond*  It  was  as 
follows : 

I  agree,  if  my  title  fails  to  the  property  for  the  consideration 

of  which  this  bond  is  given,  except  as  against  the  United  States, 

for  the  portion  of  the  river  beyond  the  meandered  line,  that  I 

will  not  enforce  this  bond;  and  if  any  incumbrances  shall  be 

found,  that  the  amount  of  the  same  shall  be  deducted  from  the 

moneys  to  fall  due  on  this  bond. 

J.  B.  Les. 

A  clause  in  the  mortgage  provided,  that  upon  default  of 
Koonan  to  pay  any  of  the  instalments  of  the  principal,  or 
the  interest,  or  the  taxes  on  the  property,  as  they  became 
due,- the  entire  principal  of  the  bond  with  interest  should, 
at  the  option  of  Lee,  be  immediately  payable. 

In  March,  1859,  default  having  been  made  in  the  payment 
of  the  several  instalments,  Lee  elected  to  claim  the  entire 
amount  as  due,  and  brought  suit  against  Noonan  and  others 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 
of  Wisconsin,  then  exercising  Circuit  Court  powers,  to  fore- 
close the  mortgage,  praying  in  his  bill  for  a  sale  of  the  mort>- 
gagedr  premises,  the  payment  of  the  debt  secured,  and  for 
general  relief.  Noonan  answered  the  bill,  setting  up  that 
Lee's  title  had  failed  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit; 
but  the  court,  by  its  decree,  made  in  January,  1860,  found 
that  there  was  due  on  the  bond  a  sum  exceeding  live  thou- 
sand dollars,  and  directed  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
and  the  application  of  the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  the 
amount  found  due,  and  that  if  the  proceeds  were  insufficient 
the  marshal  should  report  the  deficiency,  and  Noonan  should 


Dec.  1869.]      Noonan  v.  Bradlbt.  897 

Statement  of  the  case. 

pay  it  with  interest,  and  in  default  of  such  payment  the  com- 
plainant should  have  execution  therefor. 

From  this  decree  Noonan  appealed  to  this  court,  and,' 
pending  the  appeal,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  his  title  to  the 
land  purchased,  brought  ejectment  in  one  of  the  Circuit 
Courts  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  against  Orton,  the  party 
in  possession.  He  then  gave  notice  to  Lee  of  the  action, 
and  required  him  to  undertake  its  management.  Lee  at 
once  retained  counsel,  who,  for  him,  assumed  the  conduct 
of  the  action. 

Pending  the  appeal  in  this  court,  and  the  action  of  eject- 
ment in  the  State  court,  Lee  died  domiciled  in  New  York, 
and  Bradley,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  was  duly  appointed 
by  the  proper  tribunal  in  that  State  administrator  of  his 
estate.  On  his  application,  Bradley  was  then  substituted  as 
representative  of  his  intestate  on  the  record  in  the  case  on 
appeal  in  this  court* 

At  the  December  Term,  1862,  this  court  gave  its  decision 
in  the  case,  adjudging  that  the  District  Court  erred  in  order- 
ing the  defendant  Noonan  to  pay  any  deficiency  which  might 
remain  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  mortgage  d^bt 
after  applying  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  and  that  complainant 
have  execution  therefor.  To  this  extent  the  decree  was  re- 
versed ;  in  other  particulars  it  was  affirmed. 

Li  the  opinion  delivered  on  rendering  the  decision  the 
court  observed,  that  upon  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record 
it  found  no  defect  in  the  title  of  Lee,  and  that  Noonan's  title 
had  not  failed.  In  this  language  reference  was  of  course 
had  to  the  title  as  it  appeared  upon  the  evidence  presented 
at  the  hearing  in  the  District  Court  in  January,  I860.* 

Afterwards,  in  January,  1863,  final  judgment  was  rendered 
in  the  action  of  ejectment  in  the  State  court  in  favor  of  Or- 
ton, the  party  in  possession,  and  against  Noonan,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  latter  was  not  seized  in  fee  of  the  premises, 
and  acquired  no  title  by  his  purchase  from  Lee,  and  that 
Orton  was  thus  seized. 

*  Noonan  v.  Lee,  2  Black,  600. 
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When  Lee  died  there  were  efiects  of  value  belonging  to 
him  in  Wisconsin,  and  in  February,  1865,  one  T.  L.  Ogden 
was  duly  appointed  administrator  of  those  effects  by  a  tri- 
bunal having  jurisdiction  of  the  matter  in  that  State;  and  be 
qualified  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as 
administrator,  and  when  this  action  was  commenced  had  in 
his  possession  the  bond  given  by  Noonan  to  Lee  on  the  par- 
chase  of  the  premises. 

Li  September,  1866,  Bradley,  as  administrator  of  the  estati; 
of  Lee,  under  the  appointment  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
brought  the  present  action  upon  this  bond  of  Noonan.  The 
declaration  set  forth  his  title  as  administrator  under  this 
appointment,  and  contained  four  counts. 

1.  The  first  count  was  on  the  penalty  of  the  bond  simply. 

2.  The  second  was  on  the  bond,  setting  out  the  condition 
written  in  the  bond,  and  averring  breach  of  the  condition. 

8.  The  third  was  on  the  bond,  setting  out  the  condition, 
averring  a  breach  of  the  condition;  and  that  Lee  commenced 
suit  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  given  to  secure  the  bond;  the 
decree  of  the  District  Court,  the  appeal  by  Noonan ;  and 
that  the  Supreme  Court,  pending  the  appeal,  substituted 
Bradley  as  administrator,  affirmed  a  part  of  the  decree;  that 
Bradley  filed  the  mandate  in  the  court  below;  that  a  sale 
was  had  and  confirmed,  and  $53.56  was  applied  '^  to  the  sums 
so  due,  by  the  terms  of  the  said  condition  of  said  bond,  and 
by  the  terms  of  said  decree  as  aforesaid.*'  "  Yet  the  said 
defendant  hath  not  paid  said  several  sums  menti(yi\ed  in  said 
bond^^^  Ac. 

4.  The  fourth  count  was  on  the  bond,  giving  a  copy  of  the 
whole  bond,  and  the  indorsement  upon  it,  and  setting  out  the 
proceedings  in  the  foreclosure  suit  more  fully,  and  con- 
cluding: ^'  Yet  the  said  defendant  hath  not  paid  said  several 
sums  mentioned  in  said  bond,  and  the  condition  thereof,  nor 
either  of  them,  nor  any  part  thereof,"  Ac. 

Every  count  of  the  declaration  was  upon  the  bond  itself, 
not  upon  the  decree  in  the  foreclosure  suit^  and  the  breach  alleged 
as  furnishing  the  cause  of  action  was  the  non-payment  of  the 
money  called  for  by  the  bond. 
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To  the  declaration  the  defendant  interposed  three  pleas : 

Ist.  That  as  to  the  supposed  causes  of  action  mentioned 
therein,  the  plaintiff  was  not  and  never  had  been  adminis- 
trator of  the  effects  of  the  deceased. 

2d.  That  there  were  effects  of  value  of  the  decedent  at  the 
time  of  his  death  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  among  which 
was  the  bond  in  suit ;  that  T.  L.  Ogden  was  duly  appointed 
hy  a  tribunal  in  that  State  administrator  of  those  effects, 
and  had  qualified  and  entered  upon,  and  was  engaged  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duties  as  such  officer  at  the  time  the  action 
was  commenced ;  and  that  by  reason  of  this  appointment 
and  qualification,  the  effects  of  the  decedent,  in  Wisconsin, 
were,  under  the  laws  of  that  State,  vested  in  him,  with  all 
rights  of  action  in  relation  thereto,  and  that  as  a  consequence 
the  letters  issued  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
with  reference  to  the  causes  of  action  stated  in  the  declara- 
tion, were  void  and  of  no  effect. 

8d.  That  the  title  of  Lee  to  the  premises  sold  had  failed, 
the  plea  setting  up  the  agreement  indorsed  on  the  bond,  and 
the  proceedings  and  judgment  in  the  ejectment  suit,  to  bring 
the  case  within  the  agreement. 

To  the  pleas  the  plaintiff  demurred;  the  Circuit  Court 
sustained  the  demurrer,  and  entered  final  judgment  thereon 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff' for  the  penalty  of  the  bond;  and  the 
defendant  brought  the  case  to  this  court  on  writ  of  error. 

Messrs,  M.  H.  Carpenter  and  I.  P.  Walker y  for  the  plaintiffs 
in  error;  Mr.  X  S.  Broionj  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  FIELD,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows: 

The  inquiry  here  is:  What  is  the  legal  effect  of  the  facts 
presented  by  the  pleas  of  the  defendant  ? 

The  fii*st  plea  puts  in  issue  the  representative  character  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  It  denies  that,  as 
to  the  causes  of  action  stated  in  the  declaration,  he  is  or 
ever  has  been  administrator  of  the  effects  of  the  deceased, 
and  thus  raises  the  question  whether  an  administrator  ap- 
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pointed  iu  one  State  can,  by  virtae  of  such  appointment, 
maintain  an  action  in  another  State  to  enforce  an  obligation 
due  his  intestate.  And  upon  this  question  the  law  is  well 
settled.  All  the  cases  on  the  subject  are  in  one  way.  In 
the  absence  of  any  statute  giving  efiect  to  the  foreign  ap- 
pointment, all  the  authorities  deny  any  efBcacy  to  the  ap* 
pointment  outside  of  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  State 
within  which  it  was  grunted.  All  hold  that  in  the  absence 
of  such  a  statute  no  suit  can  be  maintained  by  an  adminis- 
trator in  his  official  capacity,  except  within  the  limits  of  the 
State  from  which  he  derives  his  authority.  If  he  desires  to 
prosecute  a  suit  in  another  State  he  must  first  obtain  a  grant 
of  administration  therein  in  accordance  with  its  laws. 

So  far  has  this  doctrine  been  extended  that  in  JFenwick  v. 
Sears^s  Administrators*  where  the  plaintift'  had  obtained  let- 
ters of  administration  in  Maryland,  before  the  separation  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  from  the  original  States,  it  was 
held  by  this  court  that  he  could  not,  atler  the  separation, 
maintain  an  action  in  that  part  of  the  district  ceded  by  Mary- 
land by  virtue  of  these  letters,  but  that  he  must  take  out  new 
letters  within  the  district. 

The  same  doctrine  is  as  applicable  to  the  ease  of  execu- 
tors as  to  that  of  administrators;  the  right  to  sue  in  both 
instances  depending  upon  the  letter8.t 

Whether  the  objection  to  the  character  of  the  plaintiff  as 
administrator  or  executor  should  be  taken  by  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment or  a  special  plea  in  bar,  would  appear  to  have  been,  at 
one  time,  a  matter  upon  which  there  was  some  diversity  of 
opinion.  In  some  of  the  cases  the  language  used  would  in- 
dicate that  a  plea  in  abatement  was  the  onl}'  appropriate  form 
in  which  the  objection  could  be  presented,  whilst  in  other 
cases  the  objection  taken  by  a  special  plea  in  bar  has  been 
sustained.  It  was  sustained  by  this  court,  when  taken  by  a 
special  plea  in  bar,  in  JFenwick  v.  Setirs'a  Administraiors^  and  in 
Dixon^s  Executors  v.  Ramsey^s  Executors^  already  cited.  Iu 
the  latter  case  a  foreign  executor  brought  an  action  in  the 

»  1  Cranch,  269. 

f  Dixun'4  Executors  v.  Ramsay's  ExecutorSi  8  Crunchi  819. 
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District  of  Colambia.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  he  had 
not  obtained  letters  in  the  District  or  in  the  United  States, 
and,  on  demnrrer,  the  plea  was  sustained. 

There  is  no  principle  in  pleading  which  should  prevent 
the  objection  from  being  taken  in  this  way.  It  is  only  in 
virtue  of  his  representative  character  that  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  the  matters  in  controversy,  and  a  plea  which  denies 
to  him  that  character  is,  in  its  nature,  a  plea  in  bar  of  the 
action. 

In  Langdon  and  others  v.  Pottery*  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Massachusetts  held  directly  that  the  objection  taken  in  that 
case,  that  no  letters  of  administration  had  been  granted  to 
the  plaintiff  except  under  the  authority  of  another  State,  was 
pleadable  in  bar,  and  in  referring  to  the  diversity  in  the  cases 
and  opinions,  as  to  the  form  of  the  plea  by  which  the  objec- 
tion should  be  presented,  observed  that  they  might  perhaps 
be  ^^ reconciled  by  considering  the  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  is 
not  administrator,  as  one  of  those  which  may  be  pleaded  in 
bar  or  in  abatement."  ^*  There  are  many  such  cases,"  said 
the  court,  ^*  where  the  matter  of  the  plea  goes  to  preclude 
the  plaintiff  forever  from  maintaining  the  action,  and  it  may 
therefore  be  pleaded  in  bar;  yet,  as  in  point  of  form  it  is  in 
disability  of  the  plaintiff,  it  may  also  be  pleaded  to  the  per- 
son." These  observations  are  just,  and  explain  much  of  the 
apparent  conflict  in  the  decisions  of  different  courts,  or  of 
the  same  court  at  different  times. 

The  language  used  by  this  court  in  ChUdresa  v.  EmoTy\ 
and  Kane  v.  Paid^X  cited  by  counsel,  was  not  intended  to 
deny  that  the  objection  to  the  authority  of  the  plaintiff  as 
administrator  or  executor  could  be  taken  by  a  plea  in  bar, 
but  was  only  intended  to  indicate  that  the  objection  must  be 
specially  pleaded,  and  could  not  be  urged  on  demurrer  to 
the  declaration  for  alleged  insufficient  exhibition  'of  letters 
testamentary,  when  profert  of  the  letters  was  made,  or  under 
a  pica  to  the  merits. 

In  the  first  case  the  court  observed  that  if  the  defendant 

•  11  HasBachu8etU,^18.  f  ^  Wheaton,  642.  %  14  Poters,  88. 
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desired  to  object  to  the  letters  as  insufficient,  he  should  have 
craved  oyer  of  them,  and  had  them  brought  before  the  court, 
that  unless  oyer  was  craved  and  granted,  the  letters  could 
not  be  judicially  examined,  and  then  added  that  if  the  plain- 
tiffs were  not  executors,  that  objection  should  have  been 
taken  by  way  of  abatement,  and  did  not  arise  upon  a  de- 
murrer in  bar.  The  point  decided  was  that  the  objection 
could  not  be  taken,  when  profert  of  letters  was  made,  with- 
out oyer  of  them,  and  did  not  arise  in  such  case  upon  de- 
murrer. There  was  no  question  as  to  the  form  of  the  plea 
to  be  used,  if  the  objection  were  presented  in  that  way ;  and 
it  is  clear  that  no  determination  as  to  the  form  was  intended. 

In  the  second  case  the  plea  was  non-assumpsit,  which  ad- 
mitted plaintiff's  right  to  sue.  It  was  objected  that  the  let- 
ters testamentary  appeared  on  their  face  to  have  been  granted 
in  violation  of  the  law  of  Maryland,  but  the  court  observed 
that  the  plea  was  the  general  issue,  and  that  a  judicial  ex- 
amination into  their  validity  could  only  be  gone  into  upon  a 
plea  in  abatement,  meaning  evidently  that  such  examination 
could  not  be  had  unless  the  objection  were  taken  by  special 
plea.  There  was  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  court  to 
determine  as  to  the  form  of  the  special  plea  in  such  cases. 

The  objection  to  the  character  of  the  plaintiff  as  adminis- 
trator in  this  case  is  not  waived  by  the  third  plea,  which  goes 
to  the  merits,  as  contended  by  counsel.  One  plea  in  bar  is 
not  waived  by  the  existence  of  another  plea  in  bar,  though 
the  two  may  be  inconsistent  in  their  averments  with  each 
other.  The  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  in  such  case  is  not  by- 
demurrer,  but  by  motion  to  strike  out  one  of  the  pleas,  or 
to  compel  the  defendant  to  elect  by  which  he  will  abide. 
But  here  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  the  pleas ;  ,the  one  de- 
nying any  right  in  the  plaintiff,  in  his  capacity  as  adminis- 
trator, to  the  subject  of  controversy,  and  the  other  the  re- 
lease of  the  defendant  from  liability  on  the  bond  in  suit 
by  failure  of  its  consideration.  The  averments  of  both  may 
be  true. 

The  proposition  of  law  which  the  counsel  invokes,  that  a 
plea  to  the  merits  admits  the  representative  character  of  the 
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plaintiff,  and  his  right  to  sue  in  that  capacity,  is  only  appli- 
cable where  no  other  plea  than  one  of  that  kind  is  interposed ; 
it  does  not  apply  where  a  special  plea  traverses  that  charac- 
ter. A  plea  denying  that  an  intestate  entered  into  the  obli- 
gation npon  which  the  action  is  brought,  or  averring  that 
he  was  released  therefrom,  standing  alone,  is  andoubtedly 
an  admission  of  the  representative  character  of  the  plaintiff 
to  the  extent  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  if  that  statement 
is  consistent  with  the  grant  of  letters  within  the  State,  is  also 
an  admission  of  his  right  to  sue  in  that  capacity.  The  exe- 
cution or  the  release  of  the  obligation  is  in  such  case  the  only 
matter  in  issue,  and  of  course  is  the  only  matter  upon  which 
evidence  need  be  called  or  argument  had.  But,  in  the  case 
at  bar,  had  there  been  no  other  plea  than  the  third  plea,  which 
goes  to  the  merits,  the  character  of  the  plaintiff,  as  adminis- 
trator in  Wisconsin,  would  not  have  been  admitted,  for  the 
reason  that  the  declaration  states  that  the  grant  of  adminis- 
tration to  him  was  by  letters  issued  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
and  the  plea  to  the  merits  only  admits  the  title  as  stated  in 
the  declaration. 

This  effect  of  a  plea  to  the  merits  was  decided  as  long  ago 
as  the  time  of  Lord  Holt,  in  the  case  of  Adams  v.  The  Ter- 
teriants  of  Savage.*  In  that  case  the  plaintiff  brought  a  mre 
facias  against  the  defendants,  reciting  a  judgment  recovered 
by  his  intestate  against  Savage,  and  that  administration  was 
committed  to  him  by  the  Archdeacon  of  Dorset,  whose  juris- 
diction did  not  extend  to  the  place  where  the  judgment  was 
rendered.  The  tertenants  traversed  the  seizin  of  Savage, 
and  the  finding  being  against  them,  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment was  made,  on  the  ground  that  the  administration  com- 
mitted to  the  plaintiff  was  void.  It  was  urged  for  the  judg- 
ment, that  thotfgh  the  plaintiff  had  shown  a  bad  title,  the 
defendants  not  traversing  it,  or  taking  any  advantage  of  the 
invalidity  of  the  administration,  but  pleading  to  the  merits, 
admitted  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  sue,  and  should 
not  be  permitted,  when  the  right  was  tried  against  them,  to 


*  6  Modern,  134. 
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controvert  what  they  bad  declined  to  insist  upon ;  but  Chief 
Justice  Holt  said :  '^  If  the  plaintiff  had  not  set  forth  what 
kind  of  administration  he  claimed  by,  but  only  generally  al- 
leged himself  administrator  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
intestate,  and  the  defendant  had  not  put  you  upon  showing  it 
by  craving  oyer  of  the  letters  of  administration,  as  he  might 
have  done,  but  pleaded  over;  that  had  been  an  admission 
of  the  plaintiff's  having  a  right  of  suing  as  administrator  as 
he  had  alleged.''    And  after  stating  that  the  plaintiff  made 
title  to  himself  by  an  administration  which  was  invalid,  the 
Chief  Justice  continued:  "And  when  you  yourself  affirm 
this  to  be  your  title,  how  can  we  intend  you  have  another; 
for  of  your  own  showing  this  is  your  title,  which  is  mani- 
festly bad  ?    And  there  is  a  vast  difference  where  a  title  does 
not  appear  fully  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  party  will  not  con- 
trovert with  him  about  that,  for  then  it  may  be  well  presumed 
if  the  party  were  not  well  satisfied  of  plaintiff's  title  he  would 
have  insisted  on  it  in  due  time,  and  where  the  plaintiff  him- 
self shows  he  has  no  title,  for  then  the  court  has  no  room  for 
intendment."    The  authority  of  this  case  has  not,  so  far  as 
we  are  aware,  ever  been  doubted,  and  were  there  no  other 
ground  against  the  position  of  the  plaintiff,  it  would  be  de- 
cisive. 

The  substitution  in  this  court  of  the  plaintiff*  as  adminis- 
trator, in  place  of  the  intestate,  in  Noonan  v.  Lee^  does  not 
affect  the  present  case,  or  give  the  plaintiff  any  greater  right 
of  action  than  if  no  such  substitution  had  ever  been  made. 
It  only  authorized  the  further  pj^osecution  of  that  suit  in  his 
name,  and  gave  no  right,  and  could  give  no  right,  to  prose- 
cute any  other  suit  in  his  name. 

Nor  is  the  position  of  the  plaintiff*  aided  by  the  statute  of 
Wisconsin,  which  enables  foreign  executors  and  adminis- 
trators to  sue  in  certain  cases  in  the  courts  of  that.  State. 
That  statute  only  applies  where  no  executor  or  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  the  decedent  has  been  appointed  in  the  State, 
and  then  only  in  the  counties  where  the  foreign  executor  or 
administrator  has  filed  in  the  Probate  Court  an  authenticated 
copy  of  his  appointment. 
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The  second  plea,  like  the  first,  pats  in  issne  the  represen- 
tative character  of  the  plaintiff  in  Wisconsin ;  not  by  direct 
denial,  as  in  the  first  plea,  but  by  averring  that  there  were 
effects  of  the  decedent  in  that  State  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
among  which  was  the  bond  in  suit;  that  an  administrator 
of  those  effects  had  been  duly  appointed  and  qualified,  and 
had  entered  upon,  and  was  engaged  in,  the  discharge  of  his 
duties  as  such  officer  at  the  time  the  action  was  commenced, 
and  that  by  reason  of  this  appointment  and  qualification  the 
effects  of  the  decedent,  under  the  laws  of  Wisconsin,  were 
vested  in  him,  with  all  rights  of  action  in  relation  thereto, 
and  that  as  a  consequence  the  letters  issued  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  State  of  New  York,  with  reference  to  the  causes  of 
action  stated  in  the  declaration,  are  void  and  of  no  efi:ect. 

This  plea  is  a  good  plea  in  bar  to  the  action.  The  bond 
in  suit  was  bona  notabilia  in  Wisconsin,  and  a  plea  that  the 
subject  of  action  constituting  such  bona  notabilia  was,  on 
the  death  of  the  decedent,  in  another  jurisdiction  than  the 
one  which  appointed  the  administrator  suing  as  plaintiff,  has 
always  been  a  good  answer  to  the  action.  It  is  an  averment 
of  facts  which  in  law  excludes  all  right  to,  and  control  over, 
the  property  in  that  State  by  the  foreign  administrator.* 

The  third  plea  sets  up  a  defence  to  the  action  on  the 
merits — namely,  that  the  title  to  the  premises,  for  the  con- 
sideration of  which  the  bond  in  suit  was  given,  has  failed; 
and  that  as  a  consequence,  under  the  agreement  of  the  in- 
testate, the  right  to  enforce  the  bond  has  ceased. 

This  plea  alleges  that  the  bond  in  suit  was  given  only  in 
consideration  of  the  conveyance  of  a  warranty  deed  by  the 
intestate,  and  an  agreement  that  in  case  his  title  failed  he 
would  not  enforce  the  bond,  and  that  by  judicial  proceed- 
ings, of  which  the  intestate  had  notice  and  took  charge,  it 
was  determined  that  the  intestate  was  not  seized  at  the  time 
he  executed  the  deed  in  fee  of  the  premises,  but  that  Orton, 
the  party  then  in  the  possession,  was  thus  seized  of  them. 

'   *  See  1  Saanders,  274,  note  8;  Stokes  v.  Bate,  5  BarnewaU  A  OreisweU, 
491. 
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Tbe  effect  of  this  plea  depends  upon  the  constraction 
which  is  given  to  the  agreement  of  the  intestate  not  to  en- 
force the  bond  in  case  his  title  failed.  The  plaintiff  contends 
that  this  agreement  ceased  to  have  any  operation  after  the 
maturity  of  the  bond  or  tbe  forfeiture  of  the  penalty ;  and 
that  if  subsequently  tbe  title  failed,  that  fact  could  not  be 
pleaded  with  the  agreement  in  bar  to  an  action  on  the  bond, 
either  by  way  of  release  or  estoppel. 

Tbe  argument  presented  in  support  of  this  construction 
is  founded  mainly  upon  the  improbability  that  the  parties 
could  have  contemplated  a  postponement  of  payment  beyond 
the  period  stipulated  in  the  bond.  They  could  not,  says  the 
counsel,  have  intended  to  set  aside  the  obligation  to  pay  at 
those  times;  and  it  would  have  been  .a  violation  of  the  spirit 
of  the  agreement  for  the  vendee  to  have  refused  the  pay- 
ments as  they  became  due,  if  the  title  had  not  then  failed. 

Undoubtedly  the  parties  contemplated  that  the  payments 
would  be  made  as  they  matured,  but  they  also  contemplated 
that  payments  should  cease  whenever  the  title  of  the  grantor 
failed.  They  may  have  supposed  that  the  validity  of  the  title 
would  be  determined  to  their  satisfaction  before  the  maturity 
of  any  of  the  instalments  stipulated,  but  they  have  inserted 
no  provision  in  the  agreement  which  limits  its  operation  to 
that  or  to  any  other  period.  It  is  a  perpetual  covenant  not 
to  enforce  the  bond  upon  the  happening  of  a  certain  event. 
It  matters  not  that  the  obligee  or  his  representative  might 
have  compelled  its  payment  before  the  happening  of  that 
event.  What  would  have  been  the  rights  of  the  obligor  in 
that  case;  whether  he  would  have  had  any  remedy  to  re- 
cover back  the  amount  paid,  or  would  have  been  compelled 
to  look  to  the  covenant  of  warranty  in  his  deed,  are  ques- 
tions not  now  before  us  for  determination.  It  is  sufficient 
for  our  present  consideration  that  the  bond  has  not  as  yet 
been  enforced,  and  the  title  to  the  property,  which  the  intes- 
tate sold  and  undertook  to  convey  to  the  defendant,  has 
failed.  It  would  be  against  manifest  justice  if,  under  these 
circumstances,  the  representative  of  the  vendor,  notwith- 
standing the  vendor  had  no  title  to  convey,  could  recover 
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of  the  defendant  as  though  the  vendor  had  transferred  to 
him  a  good  and  perfect  one. 

If  there  were  any  doubt  as  to  the  construction  which 
should  be  given  to  the  agreement  of  the  intestate,  that  con- 
straction  should  be  adopted  which  would  be  more  to  the 
advantage  of  the  defendant,  upon  the  general  ground  that 
a  party,  who  takes  an  agreement  prepared  by  another,  and 
upon  its  faith  incurs  obligations  or  parts  with  his  property, 
should  have  a  construction  given  to  the  instrument  favorable 
to  him ;  and  on  the  further  ground  that  when  an  instrument 
is  susceptible  of  two  constructions — the  one  working  injus- 
tice and  the  other  consistent  with  the  right  of  the  case — that 
one  should  be  favored  which  standeth  with  the  right.* 

This  agreement  not  to  enforce  the  bond,  which  is  condi- 
tional in  its  terms,  depending  for  its  operation  upon  the 
happening  of  a  contingent  event,  has,  by  the  happening  of 
that  event,  become  absolute,  and  may  be  pleaded  as  a  release 
to  the  action.  It  constitutes  in  fact  a  part  of  the  condition 
of  the  bond,  qualifying  its  provisions  for  the  payment  of  the 
instalments  of  the  principal  and  interest,  and  declaring,  in 
effect,  that  the  payments  shall  not  be  required,  and  the  obli- 
gation of  the  bond  shall  cease  in  case  the  event  designated 

happens.! 

The  decision  in  the  foreclosure  suit  only  determined  that 
at  the  time  the  heaiing  was  had  in  that  case  in  the  District 
Court,  in  January,  1860,  the  title  had  not  failed.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  court  in  rendering  the  decision  shows  this.  It 
says :  ^'  As  the  facts  are  disclosed  in  the  record  we  find  no 
defect  in  the  title  of  Lee.  We  find  that  IToonan's  title  has 
not  failed,  and  no  incumbrance  upon  the  property,is  shown. 
There  has  been,  therefore,  no  breach  of  the  agreement  in- 
dorsed on  the  bond,  nor  has  there  been  any  breach  of  the 
covenant  of  general  warranty  in  Lee's  deed  to  Noonan." 
The  case  is  entirely  changed  now ;  and  facts  not  existing,  or 
at  least,  not  established  then,  but  since  determined  by  judi- 

*  Mayer  v,  Isaac,  6  Meeson  is  Welsby,  612. 

t  Burgh  V.  Preston,  8  Term,  488.  • 
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cial  proceedings,  present  a  case  upon  which  this  court  has 
heretofore  never  passed.   - 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  pleas  of  the  defendant  consti- 
tnte  a  bar  to  the  action,  and  that  the  Circuit  Court  erred  iu 
sustaining  the  demurrer  to  them.  It  follows  that  its  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  fob 

FURTHER  PROCEEDINGS. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD,  with  whom  concurred  8 WAYNE 
and  DAVIS,  JJ.,  dissenting. 

I  dissent  from  the  opinion  and  judgment  of  the  court  in 
this  case  upon  two  grounds,  which  I  will  proceed  to  state 
without  entering  at  all  into  the  argument  to  support  the  re- 
spective propositions — 

1.  Because  I  think  that  the  alleged  disability  to  sue  should 
have  been  pleaded  in  abatement  and  not  in  bar.  Undoubt- 
edly a  different  rule  of  pleading  prevailed  at  common  law, 
but  there  are  three  reported  decisions  of  this  court  in  which 
it  is  held  that  such  a  plea  in  a  case  like  the  present  must  be 
in  abatement,  and  in  view  of  our  complicated  system  of  juris- 
prudence I  am  not  inclined  to  overrule  those  cases.  They 
have  been  regarded  as  authorities  for  many  years,  and  I  am 
of  the  opinion  that  the  rule  which  they  establish  is  the  better 
one  as  a  rule  of  pleading  in  the  Federal  courts  than  the  rule 
which  prevailed  at  common  law.* 

2.  I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  decree  in  the  former 
suit  is  conclusive  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  that  it 
constitutes  a  complete  answer  to  the  defence  iu  the  present 
suitt 

«  Childress  v,  Emory,  S  Wheaion,  042 ;  Kane  v.  Paul,  14  Peters,  88 ;  Yen- 
trees  V.  Smith,  10  Id.  161. 
f  Noonan  v.  Lee,  2  Black,  499. 
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The  Mator  v.  Lord. 

• 

1.  A  mandamofl  directed  to  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  a  city  is  rightly 

enough  directed,  if  it  appears  that  they  together  constitute  the  city 
council  and  have  the  government  of  it,  even  although  the  city  may  be 
incorporated  by  the  name  of  **  the  city  of  — /'  and  by  that  name  have 
power  under  the  charter  to  sue  and  be  sued. 

2.  A  State  law  prescribing  rules  of  practice  has  no  efficacy  in  the  courts  of 

the  United  States,  unless  those  courts  adopt  it. 

B.  When  a  creditor  has  a  Judgment  at  law  for  a  debt  against  a  city  on  the 
city  bonds,  the  city  cannot  set  up  in  defence  to  an  application  for  man- 
damus that  the  bonds  were  not  sanctioned  by  a  requisite  popular  vote. 

4.  An  injunction  from  a  State  court  against  a  city's  levying  a  tax  to  pay 
certain  bonds  of  the  city,  cannot  be  set  up  to  prevent  a  mandamus  from 
the  Federal  courts  ordering  the  city  to  levy  a  tax  to  pay  a  Judgment 
obtained  against  it  on  those  same  bonds.  Ri^ga  v.  Johnaon  Coimty  (6 
Wallace,  106),  affirmed. 

6.  A  recital  in  an  alternative  mandamus  to  a  city  to  levy  and  collect  a  tax, 
in  a  coming  year,  on  the  real  cash  valuation  of  its  property  for  that  year 
(stating  the  value),  that  property  in  the  city  is  subject  to  taxation  at 
such  real  cash  valuation,  but  that  its  assessed  valuation  had  never  ex* 
ceeded  one-half  of  that  valuation,  and  that  the  mayor  and  aldermen 
were  authorized  by  the  city  charter  to  correct  the  valuation  when  erro- 
neous, and  that  they  had  hitherto  neglected  to  perform  that  duty,  is  not 
traversed  by  a  denial  that  the  valuation  never  exceeded  half  the  cash 
value,  and  an  averment  that  the  city  council  always  performed  its  duty 
in  respect  to  correcting  erroneous  assessments. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Iowa ;  in 
which  court  the  United  States,  on  the  relation  or  one  R.  L. 
Lord,  were  plaintiffs,  and  asked  and  obtained  a  peremptory 
mandamus  against  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  city  of 
Davenport,  defendants. 

Messrs.  Weed  and  Clarke  for  the  plaintiff  in  error ;  Mr.  Orani, 
contra. 

Mr.  Justice  SWAYKE  stated  the  case,  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court 

This  case  is  brought  before  us  by  a  writ  of  error  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  Uuited  States  for  the  District  of  Iowa. 
It  is  one  of  a  class  of  cases,  many  of  which,  under  different 
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aspects  and  presenting  a  variety  of  questions,  have  been 
heretofore  decided  by  this  court.  It  appears  by  the  record 
that, -on  the  6th  of  November,  1867,  the  relator  procured  to 
be  issued  against  the  plaintiffs  in  error  an  alternative  writ 
of  mandamus,  which  was  substantially  as  follows: 

It  recites  that  the  relator  recovered  a  judgment  in  that 
court  against  the  city  of  Davenport,  on  the  15th  of  May, 
1867,  for  the  sum  of  1^63,509,^5%,  and  costs;  that  the  city  is 
a  municipal  corporation,  and  that  its  affairs  are  managed  by 
a  mayor  and  aldermen,  who  perform  all  the  duties  of  the 
corporation  in  relation  to  levying  and  collecting  taxes,  and 
paying  its  debts;  that  execution  has  been  issued  upon  the 
judgment  and  returned,  no  property  found,  and  that  there 
is  no  property  belonging  to  the  city  liable  to  execution;  that 
the  causes  of  action  upon  which  the  judgment  is  founded 
are  the  principal  of  certain  bonds  issued  by  the  city  in  pay- 
ment of  her  subscription  to  the  stock  of  the  Mississippi  and 
Missouri  Railroad  Company  in  the  years  1853  and  1854, 
and  the  interest  on  these  bonds,  and  the  interest  on  certain 
bonds  of  the  city  issued  in  the  year  1857,  under  a  vote  of 
the  people  to  borrow  money  for  various  city  improvements; 
that  the  mayor  and  aldermen  were  empowered  by  an  act 
of  the  legislature,  of  the  22d  of  January,  1858,  whenever 
necessary,  to  levy  a  specific  tax  to  pay  the  railroad  bond 
debt  and  interest;  that  no  interest  has  been  paid  on  this  debt 
since  1861,  and  that  the  principal  is  now  due  and  unpaid; 
that  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  besides  the  specific  tax  to  pay 
the  railroad  bonds  before  mentioned,  are  authorized  by  the 
city  charter  of  January  22d,  1855,  to  levy  a  general  tax  of 
five  mills  on  the  dollar,  and,  by  the  general  city  incorpora- 
tion act  of  1851,  one  mill  on  the  dollar  as  a  sinking  fund  to 
meet  its  bonded  debt;  that  the  valuation  of  property  for  the 
year  1867  is  five  millions  of  dollars,  which  is  not  more  than 
one-half  the  cash  value  of  the  property;  that  the  property 
of  the  city  is  subject  to  taxation  at  its  real  cash  value;  that 
the  assessment  is  made  by  the  city  assessor ;  that  the  ma}^or 
and  aldermen  are  authorized  to  correct  the  assessment,  when 
erroneous,  and  that  they  have  heretofore  neglected  to  per- 
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form  this  duty ;  that  it  has  been  the  datj  of  themajor  and 
aldermen,  since  the  year  1861,  to  levy  a  specific  tax  amount- 
ing to  17500  a  year,  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  railroad  bonds 
— a  tax  of  one  mill  on  the  dollar  amounting  to  94000  on  the 
assessed  value,  and  $8000  on  the  real  value  of  the  property 
of  the  city,  as  a  sinking  fund,  to  be  applied  to  the  principal 
of  the  bonds,  and  a  tax  of  ten  mills  on  the  dollar  for  general 
purposes,  which,  after  defraying  the  ordinary  city  expenses 
(five  mills  on  the  dollar  being  sufficient  for  that  purpose), 
would  amount  to  |20,000  per  year,  taking  the  assessment  as 
the  basis  of  taxation,  and  $60,000  per  year,  if  the  basis  were 
the  real  value  of  the  property,  whereas  the  whole  annual 
interest  of  the  debt  of  the  city,  since  1863,  has  not  exceeded 
$25,000;  that  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  since  the  interest 
became  delinquent,  have  not  levied  a  general  tax  exceeding 
five  mills  on  the  dollar;  that  the  relator  has  made  a  demand 
on  the  mayor  and  aldermen  to  levy  a  tax  sufficient  to  pay 
said  judgment;  that  they  have  neglected  to  do  so,  and  that 
the  relator  is  without  other  adequate  remedy  at  law. 

The  mayor  and  aldermen  are,  therefore,  commanded  to 
levy  and  collect  on  the  assessment  roll  for  the  year  1867  a 
special  tax  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  railway  bonds,  and  to 
levy  and  collect  a  special  tax  of  one  mill  on  the  dollar  on  the 
assessment  of  1867,  to  be  applied  upon  the  principal  of  the 
bonds  on  which  the  judgment  was  recovered. 

It  is  averred  that  these  two  levies,  less  delinquencies, 
would  amount  to  between  ten  and  eleven  thousand  dollars, 
which,  when  applied  in  payment  of  the  judgment,  would 
leave  a  balance  of  nearly  $50,000  unpaid. 

To  pay  this  balance  the  mayor  and  aldermen  are  com- 
manded to  cause  the  real  and  personal  property  of  the  city 
to  be  assessed  for  the  year  1868  at  its  real  cash  value,  and 
upon  such  valuation  to  levy  over  and  above  the  five  mills  on 
the  dollar  for  ordinary  city  purposes,  a  specific  tax  sufficient 
to  pay  the  balance  of  the  interest  on  the  railway  bond  debt, 
amounting  .to  $22,390 ^Yv  9  ^^^  ^  specific  tax  of  one  mill  ou 
the  dollar,  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  principal  of  the 
bonds  embraced  in  the  judgment;  to  levy  and  collect  the 
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said  tax  on-  the  valuation  of  1867,  and  apply  it  on  the  judg- 
ment ;  to  levy  and  collect  the  said  tax  on  the  real  cash  valu- 
ation of  the  property  for  the  year  1868,  and  apply  it  in  pay- 
ment of  the  judgment;  and  if  any  balance  should  remain, 
of  principal  or  interest,  to  continue  to  levy  and  collect  the 
taxes  yearly,  and  to  apply  them,  when  collected,  in  payment 
of  the  judgment,  until  the  principal  and  interest,  and  costs, 
of  the  judgment,  are  fully  paid,  or  that  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men should  appear  before  the  court  at  the  time  specified  and 
show  cause  why  they  refused  to  do  so. 

A  motion  was  made  to  quash  the  writ,  which  was  over- 
ruled. The  same  motion  was  subsequently  made  and  again 
overruled.  The  mayor  and  aldermen  thereupon  made  a 
return. 

It  sets  out  the  following  defences : 

1.  That  the  writ  was  issued  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States,  instead  of  the  President 

2.  That  it  was  erroneously  directed  to  the  mayor  and  al- 
dermen.* 

8.  It  denies  that  the  affairs  of  the  city  are  controlled  by 
the  mayor  and  aldermen,  but  avers  that  they  are  managed 
b}^  the  city  council. 

4.  It  denies  that  the  mayor  and  council  were  authorized 
by  the  laws  mentioned,  or  that  it  was  their  duty  to  levy  and 
collect  the  taxes  mentioned.. 

5.  It  denies  that  the  issue  of  the  bonds  for  improvements 
was  authorized  by  a  vote,  as  alleged. 

It  avers  that  on  or  about  the  19th  of  June,  1861,  the  mayor 
and  aldermen  were,  and  ever  since  have  been,  enjoined  by 
the  decree  of  the  District  Court  of  Scott  County  from  levy- 
ing any  tax  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  principal  or  in- 
terest of  the  railroad  bonds  in  question. 

*  The  more  particular  ground  of  this  second  objoction,  hb  stated  in  the 
argument  of  counsel,  was  that  the  city  of  Davenport  was  incorporated  hy  the 
name  and  style  of  the  city  of  Davenport,  and  hy  that  name  whs  to  **have 
power  to  sue  and  he  sued,  to  implead  and  be  impleaded,  &c.,  in  all  courts 
of  law  and  equity,  and  in  all  actions  whatsoever."  And  it  was  contended 
that  the  writ  ought  to  have  heen  addressed  to  the  corporation  hy  its  legal 
name. — Rsp. 
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6.  It  denies  that  the  assessed  valuation  ever  amounted  to 
$5,000,000,— that  in  the  year  1867  it  amounted  to  only 
$4,592,423. 

7.  It  denies  that  the  valuation  never  exceeded  half  the 
^ash  value,  and  avers  that  the  city  council  has  always  per- 
formed its  duty  in  respect  to  correcting  erroneous  assess- 
ments. 

Some  details  are  given  as  to  the  expenditures  of  the  city^ 
which  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  particularly  to  advert  to. 
The  relator  asked  leave  to  amend  the  writ  as  to  the  name  in 
which  it  was  issued.  Leave  was  given  and  it  was  amended 
accordingly.  To  the  averment  that  the  writ  was  misdirected, 
he  replied  that  it  was  directed  properly,  the  mayor  and.al- 
dermen  composing  the  city  council.  To  each  of  the  several 
parts  of  the  residue  of  the  return  he  demurred  specially.  At 
the  argument  of  the  demurrer  he  abandoned  his  claim  for 
the  levying  of  a  tax  of  one  mill  for  a  sinking  fund,  and  the 
parts  of  the  writ  relating  to  the  subject  were  stricken  out 
The  court  sustained  the  demurrer.  The  defendants  elected 
to  abide  by  it  and  made  no  further  return.  Thereupon  the 
court  awarded  a  peremptory  mandamus,  as  prayed  for. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintifik  in  error  have  referred 
to  a  statute  of  Iowa  as  regulating  the  practice  in  this  class 
of  cases.  It  is  proper  to  remark  that  the  provisions  of  that 
statute  not  having  been  adopted  by  a  rule  of  the  Circuit 
Court  for  that  district,  could  have  no  effect  in  this  proceed- 
ing. A  State  law  prescribing  rules  of  practice  has  no  eflS- 
cacy  proprio  vigore  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  It  can 
only  be  made  effectual  by  adoption  in  the  proper  manner. 

The  point  that  the  writ  was  misdirected  is  not  well  taken. 
The  direction  was  substantially  correct,  and  the  court  prop- 
erly disregarded  the  objection. 

To  the  proposition  that  the  bonds  issued  by  the  city  for 
improvement  purposes  were  not  sanctioned  by  the  requisite 
popular  vote  there  are  two  answers :  (1.)  The  respondents 
are  concluded  by  the  judgment  at  law.  They  can  not  go 
behind  it  to  raise  any  question  touching  the  sufBciency  of 
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either  of  the  caasee  of  action  upon  which  it  was  rendered. 
(2.)  It  is  not  denied  that  the  relator  was  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser. In  that  event,  if  the  bonds  could  have  been  properly 
issued  under  any  circumstances  he  had  a  right  to  presume 
they  were  so  issued,  and  as  against  him  the  city  is  estopped 
to  deny  their  validity.* 

•  The  injunction  cannot  avail  the  respondents.  The  relator 
was  not  a  party  to  the  proceeding.  If  he  had  been,  it  is  not 
competent  for  a  State  tribunal  thus  to  paralyze  the  process 
issued  from  a  court  of  the  United  States  to  give  eftect  to  its 
judgment.  This  is  a  sound  and  salutary  principle.  It  is 
vital  to  the  beneficial  existence  of  the  National  courts,  and 
has  heretofore  been  applied  by  this  tribunal,  upon  the  fullest 
consideration,  in  other  cases  presenting  the  same  question.f 

The  denials  of  the  averments  in  the  writ  touching  the  cash 
value  of  the  property  assessed  are  immaterial.  In  any  event 
it  was  the  right  of  the  relator  to  have  the  respondents  re- 
quired to  supervise  the  valuation,  and  to  correct  the  errors, 
if  any,  which  might  be  found  to  exist. 

The  allegations  of  the  return  as  to  the  tax  laws  relied  upon 
by  the  relator,  and  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  respondents 
under  them,  could  have  been  more  appropriately  presented 
upon  the  motions  to  quash  the  writ,  or  by  a  demurrer.  They 
were  not  insisted  upon  in  the  argument  at  the  bar.  We 
shall,  therefore,  content  ourselves  by  remarking  that  we  are 
satisfied  with  the  conclusions  upon  the  subject  reached  by 
the  court  below.J 

We  think  the  demurrer  to  the  return  was  properly  sus- 
tained, and  the  order  for  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus 
properly  made. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is 

Affirmed. 


*  Aurora  City  v.  West,  7  WaUace,  S2 ;  Beloit  v.  Morgan,  lb.  619;  Meyer 
V.  The  City  of  Muscatine,  1  Id.  898 ;  Mercer  County  o.  Hecket,  lb.  98 ;  Van 
Hostrup  V.  Maduon  City,  lb.  297 ;  Supervisors  v.  Schenck,  6  Id.  784. 

t  Riggs  V.  Johnson  County,  6  Wallace,  166;  United  States  v.  The  Coun- 
cil of  Keokuk,  lb.  516. 

%  Butz  «.  City  of  MuBcatine,  8  Id.  575. 
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The  Supervisors  v.  Durant. 

1.  Mandamus  from  a  Federal  court  to  officers  of  a  county  in  a  State,  to  levy 

a  tax  to  pay  interest  on  bonds  issued  by  the  county  on  which  a  relator 
has  obtained  judgment,  and  has  no  means  of  obtaining  satisfaction  but 
by  the  levy  of  a  tax,  cannot  be,  in  any  way,  controlled  by  an  injunction 
from  a  State  court  to  those  officers  against  a  levy.  Ri^/ga  v.  Johnson 
Cbunfy  (G  Wallace,  166),  affirmed. 

2.  It  makes  no  difference  whether  the  relator  have  been  made  a  defendant 

to  the  proceeding  in  the  State  court  for  an  injunction  or  not ;  nor  whether 
the  injunction  have  issued  before  or  after  his  suit  in  the  Federal  court 
was  begun. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  £ot  Iowa,  the  case  being  thus: 

In  1853, 1854,  and  1858,  the  county  judge  of  Washington 
County,  Iowa,  submitted  to  the  voters  of  that  county  propo- 
sitions to  subscribe  certain  sums,  and  issue  bonds  accord- 
ingly, to  aid  the  making  of  certain  railroads;  and  a  majority 
of  the  voters  voted  in  favor  of  the  propositions.  The  vote 
required  the  levy  by  the  county  officers  of  yearly  taxes  to  pay 
the  interest.  The  bonds  were  issued,  and  several  of  them 
passed  into  the  hands  of  one  Durant.  In  April,  1860,  certain 
taxpayers  of  the  county  filed  a  bill  against  the  board  of 
supervisors  of  the  county ;  Durant,  with  other  holders  of 
the  bonds,  afterwards  appearing  and  opposing,  to  enjoin  the 
supervitors  (the  proper  officers  to  lay  taxes)  from  laying 
any  taxes  to  pay  either  principal  or  interest  of  these  bonds; 
the  ground  of  the  injunction  being  that  the  bonds  were  ille- 
gal and  void,  and  that  the  county  officers  had  no  authority 
to  levy  and  collect  taxes  to  pay  either  the  principal  or  in- 
terest of  them.  And  the  board  of  supervisors  were  enjoined 
accordingly.  The  interest  being  now  unpaid,  Durant  sued 
the  county  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
Iowa  to  compel  payment  of  it.  The  county  set  up,  by  way 
of  plea,  the  injunction  in  the  State  court  against  it,  and  the 
plea  being  overruled,  and  the  case  being  fully  heard  on  a 
case  stated,  judgment  was  given  in  the  Federal  court  against 
the  county.  Execution  having  issued  without  satisfaction, 
an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  to  lew  a  tax  was  asked  for 
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and  obtained  by  Darant  against  the  county.  By  way  of 
showing  cause  against  a  peremptory  writ,  the  county  here 
again  pleaded  the  injunction  from  the  State  court  The 
plaintiff  demurred;  assigning  as  one  cause  among  others, 
that  this  court  having  jurisdiction  to  render  the  judgment, 
had  jurisdiction  to  enforce  it,  and  that  no  State  court  could 
prevent  it.  The  demurrer  being  sustained,  the  county 
brought  the  case  here. 

Mr.  Hmry  Strong^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error ^  argued  elabo- 
rately, with  numerous  citations  of  cases,*  that  the  question 
was  one  of  jurisdiction,  and  that  in  the  administration  of  the 
powers  of  the  Federal  court;  it  was  recognized  as  a  funda- 
mental principle,  that  the  judgment  of  the  State  court  is 
binding  upon  the  Federal  court,  when  the  State  court  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  subject-matter,  and  the  con- 
troversy arises  out  of  a  contract  created  under  the  laws  of 
the  State ;  that  the  Federal  courts  are  powerless  to  reverse, 
modify,  or  in  any  manner  interfere  with  such  a  judgment  of 
the  State  court,  and  cannot  relieve  a  party  from  obedience 
to  a  writ  issued  thereon;  that  a  conflict  of  jurisdiction  was 
always  to  be  avoided;  that  it  had  accordingly  passed  into  an 
unquestionable  principle,  that  where  a  court  has  jurisdiction, 
it  has  a  right  to  decide  every  question  that  occurs  in  the 
cause,  and  that  whether  its  decision  were  correct  or  not,  its 
judgment,  until  reversed,  was  to  be  regarded  as  binding 
upon  every  other  court;  that  **  these  rules  had  their  founda- 
tion not  merely  in  comity,  but  in  necessity;  for  that  if  one 
court  might  enjoin,  the  other  could  retort  by  injunction,  and 
thus  the  parties  be  without  remedy;  being  liable  to  a  pro- 
cess for  contempt  in  the  one,  if  they  dared  to  proceed  in  the 
other." 

He  sought  to  distinguish  the  case  from  Bxgg9  v.  Johnson 
Countyj^  since  there  the  relator  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit 
for  injunction,  while  here  he  was. 

*  Taylor  v.  Cnrryl,  20  Howard,  688;    Elliot  v.  Pienol,  1  Peters,  828; 
Leffingwcll  v.  Warron,  2  Black,  699;  Randall  v.  Howard,  2  Id.  686. 
t  0  Wallace,  1G6. 
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Mr.  Grants  contra^  submitted  that  there  was  nothing  for 
him  to  argue  to  sustain  the  judgment  for  the  peremptory 
writ;  that  the  judgment  on  the  coupons  was  conclusive,  and 
that  no  defence  could  be  made  to  the  action  after  that  under 
pretence  of  State  court  proceedings. 

Mr.  Justice  STRONG  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Since  the  decisions  which  have  been  made  by  this  court 
during  the  last  four  years,  there  is  almost  nothing  in  the 
record  now  before  us  remaining  open  for  adjudication.  In- 
deed, it  is  not  now  contended  that  mandamus  is  not  a  proper 
remedy  in  cases  like  the  present,  when  a  relator  has  obtained 
a  judgment,  which  can  be  satisfied  only  by  the  levy  of  a  tax, 
and  when  the  proper  officers  of  the  municipality,  against 
which  the  judgment  has  been  obtained,  refuse,  or  neglect  to 
levy  it  That  it  is  a  legitimate  remedy  has  been  ruled  in 
very  many  cases.'*'  In  such  a  case  "  the  writ  is"  (to  use  the 
language  of  the  court  in  Riggs  v.  Johnson  County)  '*  neither  a 
prerogative  writ,  nor  a  new  suit.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  a 
proceeding  ancillary  to  the  judgment  which  gives  the  juris- 
diction, and,  when  issued,"  it  ^^  becomes  a  substitute  for  the 
ordinary  process  of  execution,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the 
same,  as  provided  in  the  contract"  It  is  a  step  toward  the 
execution  of  the  judgment,  and  necessary  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  even  if  the  Circuit  Court  may 
award  a  mandamus  to  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  its  judg- 
ments, the  writ  should  not  have  been  awarded  in  this  case, 
because  the  District  Court  of  Washington  County  had  en- 
joined the  defendants  against  levying  and  collecting  any  tax 
for  the  payment  of  the  bonds  and  coupons,  for  a  portion  of 
which  the  relator  had  obtained  his  judgment  This  injunc- 
tion the  defendants  pleaded,  and  to  the  plea  the  relator  de- 

*  The  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Knox  County  «.  Aspinwall  et  al.  24 
Howard,  870:  Von  Hofiman  v.  The  City  of  Quiocy,  4  Wallace,  535;  Super- 
visors V.  United  States,  ex  rel.  State  Bank,  Id.  436;  Riggs  v.  Johnson  Coun- 
ty, 6  Wallace,  166;  Weber  v.  Lee  County,  Id.  210;  The  Mayor  v.  Lord, 
mpra^  409. 
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marred.  That  such  an  injunction  was  wholly  inoperative 
to  prevent  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  from  en- 
forcing its  judgment  by  mandamus  to  the  defendants  to 
compel  them  to  levy  the  tax  which  the  law  authorized  and 
required,  is  no  longer  to  be  doubted.  Its  invalidity  to  work 
such  an  effect  has  been  placed  beyond  question  by  the  rulings 
of  this  court  in  the  cases  already  cited.  In  Riffgs  v.  Johnson 
County  J  where  it  appeared  that  an  injunction  had  been  ob- 
tained, in  one  of  the  State  courts,  upon  the  county  commis- 
sioners, enjoining  them  against  levying  any  tax  to  pay  certain 
municipal  bonds  and  coupons,  a  mandamus  was  nevertheless 
sustained  to  compel  the  levy  of  a  tax,  at  the  suit  of  one  who 
bad  obtained  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  some  of  the 
coupons.  That  case  is  full  authority  for  the  doctrine  that  an 
injunction  of  a  State  court  cannot  control,  or  in  any  manner 
affect  the  action,  the  process,  or  the  proceeding  of  a  Circuit 
Court,  not  because  the  latter  has  any  paramount  jurisdiction 
over  State  courts,  but  because  the  tribunals  are  independent 
of  each  other.  It  is  true  that  in  Biggs  v.  Johnson  County  it 
appeared  the  relator  in  the  information,  or  suggestion  for 
the  mandamus,  was  not  a  party  to  the  injunction  suit,  while 
the  relator  here  was  a  party  defendant.  That,  however,  can 
make  no  difference.  The  present  relator,  though  made  a 
party  with  the  other  defendants,  was  not  enjoined.  The 
decree  upon  the  bill  for  an  injunction  was  exclusively  against 
the  board  of  supervisors  of  Washington,  at  the  suit  of  others 
than  the  relator.  And  had  he  been  enjoined,  it  is  not  easy 
to  see  how  that  fact  could  have  limited  the  power  of  the 
Circuit  Court  We  have  already  remarked  that  the  true 
reason  why  the  injunction  was  not  a  bar  to  the  mandamus 
is,  that  the  District  Court  of  the  State  and  the  Circuit  Court 
are  independent  courts,  and  that  neither  can  interfere  with 
the  process  or  proceedings  of  the  other.  It  would  hardly  be 
contended  that  a  State  court  can  enjoin  a  defendant  against 
paying  a  judgment  which  has  been,  or  may  thereafter  be  re- 
covered in  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States.  If  it  may, 
Federal  jurisdiction  is  a  myth.  It  is  at  the  mercy  of  State 
tribunals.    Yet  there  is  no  substantial  difference  in  principle 
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between  the  allowaDce  of  such  an  injunction,  and  that  of  one 
against  a  proceeding  in  aid  of  an  execution;  a  mandamus 
to  levy  an  authorized  tax  to  pay  a  judgment.  The  District 
Courts  of  Iowa  are  independent  of  each  other.  Will  the 
injunction  of  one  District  Court  limit  the  power  of  another 
District  Court  to  enforce  its  judgment?  To  this  no  one 
would  hazard  an  affirmative  answer.  Certainly  the  Circuit 
Courts  of  the  United  States  are  as  exempt  from  State  con- 
trol by  State  courts,  as  are  the  District  Courts  of  the  State 
from  control  by  each  other. 

It  is  of  course  immaterial  whether  the'  injunction  of  the 
District  Court  of  Washington  County  was  before  or  after 
the  judgment  obtained  by  the  relator  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States,  or  whether  before  or  after  the  institution 
of  the«uit.  It  is  not  a  question  which  court  first  obtained 
possession  of  the  case.  In  the  case  of  The  Mayor  v.  Lordy* 
the  facts  were  that  the  plaintiffs  in  error  had  been  enjoined 
against  levying  a  tax,  before  suit  was  brought  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  yet  it  was  held  that  the  injunction  was  no  sufficient 
answer  to  the  alternative  mandamus  commanding  them  to 
levy  a  tax  to  pay  the  judgment  afterwards  recovered. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  are  thus  met  at  every  point  of  their 
case  by  decisions  of  this  court  heretofore  made,  decisions 
which  justify  the  court  below  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to 
their  return  to  the  alternative  writ,  and  in  awarding  a  per- 
emptory mandamus. 

Judgment  affirmed  with  costs. 


*  Supra,  409. 
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Thb  Fairbanks. 

IMrect  and  positiTe  oral  testimony  on  a  libel  for  collision  between  a  steamer 
and  a  brig,  going  to  show  that  the  brig  kept  properly  on  her  course,  at 
least  until  the  collision  became  incTitable,  will  not  be  controlled  by  the 
fact  that  the  shape  of  the  wound  on  the  steamer  tended  to  show  that  the 
brig  could  not  have  been  at  the  instant  of  collision  on  such  course,  but 
must  have  changed  it ;  it  being  possible  enough  that  the  shape  of  the 
wound  was  produced  by  a  change  in  the  brig's  course,  made,  in  the  last 
moment,  to  avoid  a  collision  rendered,  in  truth,  unavoidable  by  the 
steamer's  erroneous  manoeuvres,  near  the  same  time. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York,  in  which  court  the  owners  of  the  brig 
Santiago  filed  a  libel  against  the  steamer  Fairbanks,  to  re- 
cover damages  sustained  by  the  brig  in  a  collision  with  the 
steamer. 

The  collision  occurred  in  a  fair,  mild  night  of  June.  The 
weight  of  testimony  from  witnesses  went  to  show  that  the 
brig  had  properly  kept  on  her  course,  which  was  about  north 
by  east,  and  that  the  steamer,  which  was  running  about 
south  by  west,  had  not  properly  avoided  her.  Opposed  to 
which  was  a  fact,  testified  to  by  some  witnesses,  and  which 
seemed  to  inspection  to  be  true,  viz.,  that  the  steamer  had 
been  struck  in  the  collision  by  a  square  blow,  indicative  of 
the  fact  that  the  approach  of  the  brig  was  at  right  angles. 

The  District  Court  decreed  in  favor  of  the  brig.  The  Cir- 
cuit Court  on  appeal  reversed  the  decree. 

Mr.  J.  CL  Garter f  for  the  appellant ;  Mr.  R.  D.  Benedict^ 
contra. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  gave  the  details  of  the  case,  and 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Rules  and  regulations  for  preventing  collisions  on  navi- 
gable waters,  between  ships  and  vessels  engaged  in  our 
mercantile  marine  as  well  as  between  ships  and  vessels  in- 
the  navy  of  the  United  States,  have  been  prescribed  by 
Congress. 
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Steam  vessels,  when  under  way,  are  required  to  carry  a 
bright  light  at  foreraasthead,  so  constructed  as  to  show  a 
uniform  and  unbroken  light  over  an  arc  of  the  horizon  of 
twenty  points  of  the  compass,  so  fixed  as  to  throw  the  light 
ten  points  on  each  side  of  the  ship,  to  wit,  from  right  ahead 
to  two  points  abaft  the  beam,  on  either  side,  and  of  such  a 
diameter  as  to  be  visible,  on  a  dark  night  with  a  clear  atmos- 
phere, at  a  distance  of  at  least  five  miles.  They  are  also 
required  to  carry  a  green  light  on  the  starboard  side  and  a 
red  light  on  the  port  side,  so  constructed  as  to  throw  a  uni- 
form and  unbroken  light  over  an  arc  of  the  horizon  of  ten 
points  of  the  compass,  so  fixed  as  to  throw  the  light  from 
right  ahead  to  two  points  abaft  the  beam,  the  former  on  the 
starboard  side  and  the  latter  on  the  port  side,  and  of  such 
a  character  respectively  as  to  be  visible,  on  a  dark  night, 
with  a  clear  atmosphere,  at  a  distance  of  at  least  two  miles. 
Soth  of  the  colored  lights  are  required  to  be  so  fitted  with 
inboard  screens,  projecting  at  least  three  feet  forward  from 
the  light,  so  as  to  prevent  these  lights  from  being  seen  across 
the  bow.* 

Sailing  ships,  under  way,  are  required,  by  the  first-named 
act,  to  carry  the  same  lights  as  steamships,  under  way,  with 
the  exception  of  the  white  masthead  light,  which  they  shall 
never  carry. 

Reference  will  only  be  made  to  two  or  three  of  the  sailing 
rales  enacted  by  Congress,  as  none  of  the  others  have  any 
application  in  this  case. 

By  the  fifteenth  article  it  is  provided  that  if  two  ships,  one 
of  which  is  a  sailing  ship  and  the  other  a  steamship,  are 
proceeding  in  such  directions,  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision, 
the  steamship  shall  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  sailing  ship. 
Steamships,  when  approaching  another  ship  so  as  to  involve 
risk  of  collision,  are  also  required  to  slacken  their  speed, 
and,  if  necessary,  to  stop  and  reverse ;  and  the  eighteenth 
article  provides  that  where  one  of  two  ships  is  required  to 
keep  out  of  the  way  the  other  shall  keep  her  course,  subject 

•  18  Stat,  at  Large,  5S;  14  Id.  228,  {  11. 
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to  the  qaalifications  that  due  regard  must  be  had  to  all  dan- 
gers of  navigation,  and  to  any  special  circumstances  which 
may  exist  in  any  particular  case,  rendering  a  departure  from 
those  rules  necessary  to  avoid  immediate  danger.* 

Sailing  vessels  employed  in  the  mercantile  service  were 
not  required  to  carry  lights  before  the  passage  of  the  iirst* 
named  act  of  Congress,  but  the  sailing  rules  as  previously 
defined  by  the  decisions  of  this  court  in  the  particulars  under 
consideration,  were  in  substance  and  effect  the  same  as  those 
enacted  by  Congress,  as  appears  by  several  reported  ca8e8.t 

Beyond  question  those  cases  show  that  a  steamship  when 
approaching  a  sailing  vessel  must  keep  out  of  the  way,  and 
that  sailing  vessels  are  required  to  keep  their  course  in  order 
that  the  steamship  may  not  be  led  into  error  or  be  baffled  in 
her  endeavors  to  keep  out  of  the  way.  Bound  to  keep  out 
of  the  way,  the  steamship  may  go  to  the  right  or  left,  and 
in  order  that  she  may  determine  the  matter  wisely,  so  as  to 
prevent  any  disaster,  the  correlative  duty  is  required  of  the 
sailing  vessel  that  she  shall  keep  her  course. 

Many  of  the  material  facts  in  this  case  are  either  without 
dispute  or  are  so  fully  proved  as  not  properly  to  be  regarded 
as  the  subject  of  controversy.  Both  parties  agree  that  the 
collision  occurred  at  eleven  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  fifth 
of  June,  1864,  off  the  coast  of  New  Jersey,  some  fifteen 
miles  east  of  the  Highlands.  Just  before  it  occurred  the 
brig  was  heading  north  by  east,  and  was^ound  for  the  port 
of  New  York  on  a  voyage  from  Turk's  Island,  and  the  wit- 
nesses agree  that  the  vnnd  was  southeast  and  that  the  brig, 
when  closehauled,  would  lay  within  six  points  of  the  wind, 
so  that  she  had  the  wind  five  points  free.  Though  not  stormy 
it  was  rather  dark,  as  there  was  some  haze  on  the  water,  but 
the  brig  was  sailing  four  or  five  knots  an  hour,  and  there 
were  no  other  vessels  in  sight.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
steamer  was  bound  on  a  voyage  from  the  port  of  New  York 


*  18  Stat,  at  Large,  61. 

t  Steamship  Company  v,  Rumball,  21  Howard,  S88;  St.  John  «.  Paioe, 
10  IcL  5S8 ;  The  Genesee  Chief,  12  Id.  461. 
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to  Washington)  and  was  heading  sooth  by  west,  and  her 
speed  was  eight  knots  an  hour. 

Sooae  conflict  exists  in  the  testimony  as  to  the  point  whether 
the  brig  had  the  required  lights  and  whether  she  kept  her 
course  as  alleged  in  the  libel ,  or  whether  she  changed  it  as 
alleged  in  the  answer,  but  it  will  be  suflicient  to  state  the 
facts  as  they  appear  to  the  court  without  reproducing  the 
testimony  of  the  witnesses  or  attempting  to  reconcile  their 
contradictory  statements. 

The  vessels  were  less  than  half  a  mile  apart  when  the  brig 
was  descried  by  the  steamer,  and  it  is  satisfactorily  proved 
that  the  brig  had  the  required  lights  and  that  her  lookouts 
were  properly  stationed  on  the  forward  part  of  the  vessel. 
At  that  time  it  was  the  master's  watch  on  board  the  steamer, 
but  the  better  opinion  from  the  evidence  is  that  he  was  in 
the  pilot-house  and  not  on  deck,  as  stated  in  his  deposition. 
He  admits,  however,  that  he  saw  the  approaching  vessel,  and 
that  he  knew  that  it  was  a  sailing  vessel,  and  his  statement 
is  that  he  changed  the  course  of  the  steamer  from  south  by 
west  to  south-southeast,  which  cannot  be  correct,  because  if 
he  had  done  so  there  could  not  have  been  any  collision,  as 
the  speed  of  the  steamer  was  double  that  of  the  brig.  But 
the  second  mate  was  on  deck  at  the  same  time,  and  he  states 
that  the  master  was  in  the  pilot-house,  and  that  he  went  to 
the  pilot-house  where  the  master  was  and  told  him  that  there 
was  a  vessel  ahead,  and. that  the  master  directed  the  man  at 
the  wheel  to  change  the  course  of  the  steamer  half  a  point 
to  the  eastward;  that  he  then  went  forward  and  walked 
around;  that  it  appearing  to  him  that  the  brig  had  also 
changed  her  course  in  the  same  way,  he  went  back  to  the 
pilot-house  and  so  informed  the  master,  and  that  the  master 
then  told  the  wheelsman  to  let  the  steamer  come  up  half  a 
I)oint  more  to  the  eastward.  When  the  master  gave  the 
second  order  he  came  out  of  the  pilot-house,  as  the  second 
mate  testifies,  and  looked  at  the  approaching  vessel.  Beyond 
question  he  must  at  once  have  discovered  that  the  order  just 
given  was  insufficient  to  prevent  a  collision,  and  he  imme- 
diately returned  to  the  pilot-house  and  directed  the  helms- 
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man  to  change  the  coarse  to  soatheast,  which  is  the  order  he 
should  have  given  in  the  first  instance.  Bat  it  is  evident 
that  his  memory  is  unreliable,  as  it  is  clear  that  the  collision 
coald  not  have  occurred  if  he  had  given  that  order,  or  the 
one  he  says  he  gave,  when  the  brig  was  first  seen  by  the 
steamer. 

Precautions  must  be  seasonable  to  be  of  any  avail,  but  it 
was  too  late  when  he  gave  the  last  order,  as  the  second  mate 
testifies  that  the  jibboom  of  the  brig,  by  the  time  the  order 
was  obeyed,  was  not  more  than  thirty  yards  from  the  steamer. 
Even  if  tested  alone  by  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  on 
board  the  steamer  the  court  is  fully  satisfied  that  the  first 
two  orders  were  not  of  a  character  to  avoid  a  collision,  and 
that  the  third  order  was  not  given  in  season  to  accomplish 
the  dcBired  result.  Confirmed  as  this  theory  is  by  the  testi- 
mony of  the  mate  and  pilot  of  the  brig,  the  court  has  no 
hesitation  in  adopting  it  as  correct. 

Bappose  the  fact  to  be  so,  still  it  is  contended  by  the  claim- 
ants that  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  affirmed, 
because  they  insist  that  the  brig  changed  her  course,  and 
that  if  she  had  kept  it,  as  she  was  bound  to  do,  the  collision 
would  not  have  occurred.  Grant  that  the  conclusion  would 
follow  if  the  theory  of  fact  involved  in  the  proposition  was 
correct,  still  the  views  of  the  claimants  cannot  be  sustained, 
as  the  fact  alleged  is  not  satisfiactorily  proved. 

From  the  time  the  steamer  was  first  seen  to  the  time  of 
the  collision  the  deck  of  the  brig  was  in  charge  of  her  mate, 
and  he  testifies  positively  that  the  brig  did  not  change  her 
course,  as  is  supposed  by  the  claimants ;  and  the  pilot  of  the 
brig,  who  went  below  before  the  collision,  testifies  that  her 
course  when  he  left  the  deck  was  north  by  east,  and  that 
when  he  came  on  deck,  just  before  the  collision,  no  altera- 
tion had  been  made  in  the  course.  No  witness  examined  in 
the  case  on  either  side  is  able  to  support  that  theory  by  any 
positive  statement,  but  the  attempt  of  the  claimants  is  to 
establish  the  theory  by  circumstances,  of  which  the  principal 
one  is  the  appearance  of  the  steamer  where  she  was  struck 
by  the  brig  on  her  starboard  bow.    They  contend  that  it  was 
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a  sqnare  blow,  and  that  the  character  of  the  iujorj  to  the 
steamer  shows  that  the  approach  of  the  brig  was  at  right 
angles  and  not  head  on,  as  they  ^ere  substantially  approach- 
ing when  each  was  first  descried  by  the  other. 

Although  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  argument  is  in- 
genious and  exceedingly  well  put,  still  the  decisive  answer 
to  it  is  that  the  circumstances  adduced  do  not  satisfy  the 
court  that  any  such  change  of  course  was  made  by  the  brig 
as  is  supposed,  certainly  not  until  the  proximity  of  the  two 
vessels  was  so  close  that  a  collision  was  inevitable,  and  then 
it  is  quite  clear  that  the  steamer  made  a  sudden  change,  and 
it  may  be  that  the  brig  also  changed  her  course,  as  is  sup- 
posed by  the  claimants.  Fault,  under  such  circumstances, 
will  not  be  imputed  to  the  vessel  required  to  keep  her  course 
if  she  was  otherwise  blameless.*  An  error  committed  by  the 
vessel  required  to  keep  her  course,  after  the  approaching 
vessel  is  so  near  that  the  collision  is  inevitable,  will  not  im- 
pair her  right  to  recover  for  the  injuries  resulting  from  the 
collision  if  she  was  otherwise  without  fault,  for  the  reason 
that  those  who  put  the  vessel  in  that  peril  are  chargeable 
with  the  error,  and  must  answer  for  the  consequences  which 
it  occasioned.f  Examined  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions, 
our  conclusion  from  the  evidence  is  that  the  steamer  was 
wholly  in  fault. 

Decree  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  direc- 
tion to 

Affirm  the  decree  of  the  District  Court. 


Flanders  r.  Tweed. 

1.  The  court  ezpreseiss  itself  as  disposed  to  hold  parties  who,  under  the  act 
of  March  8d,  1866,  waive  a  trial  by  jury  and  substitute  the  court  for 
the  jury,  to  a  reasonably  strict  conformity  to  the  regulations  of  tbe  act, 
if  they  desire  to  save  to  themselves  all  tbe  rights  and  privileges  which 
belong  to  them  in  trials  by  jury  at  the  common  law. 

*  Steamship  Company  v.  Rumball,  21  Howard,  884. 
t  Bentley  v,  Coyn^,  4  Wallace,  612. 
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2.  Aocordingly,  !n  a  case  wbere  there  was  no  stipulation  filed  for  the  waiTer 
of  a  jury,  and  wbere  the  judge  had  filed  his  "statement  of  facts"  three 
months  after  the  date  of  the  judgment  rendered — which  statement,  so 
irregularly  filed,  the  court  regfarded  as  a  nullity — and  no  question  of  law 
was  to  be  considered  as  properly  raised  on  the  pleading,  the  court  stated 
that,  according  to  the  general  course  of  proceeding  in  former  like  cases, 
the  judgment  below  should  be  affirmed. 

8.  However,  in  this  ease — one  from  Louisiana — it  being  apparent  that  both 
parties  supposed  that  a  case  had  been  made  up  according  to  the  practice 
of  that  State,  but  one  not  having  been  made  up  by'the  court  nor  prop- 
erly filed  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  so  that,  from 
that  cause,  the  case,  which  it  was  meant  by  both  court  and  parties  to  get 
here,  could  not  be  properly  passed  upon,  the  judgment,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances  (the  case  being  an  important  one),  was  not  affirmed,  but  was 
reversed  for  mistrial,  and  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Louisiana ; 
the  case  heing  this : 

The  4th  section  of  an  act  of  Congress  of  March  Sd,  1865,* 
thus  enacts : 

'*  Issues  of  fact  in  civil  cases  in  any  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  may  be  tried  and  determined  by  the  court  without  the 
intervention  of  a  jury,  whenever  the  parties  or  attorneys  of 
record  file  a  stipulation  in  writing  with  the  clerk  of  the  court 
waiving  a  jury.  The  finding  of  the  court  upon  the  facts,  which 
finding  may  be  either  general  or  special,  shall  have  the  same 
effect  as  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  The  rulings  of  the  court  in 
the  cause,  in  the  progress  of  the  trial,  when  excepted  to,  at  the 
time,  may  be  reviewed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  upon  a  writ  of  error,  or  upon  appeal,  provided  th^  rulings 
be  duly  presented  by  a  bill  of  exceptions.  When  the  finding  is 
special,  the  review  may  also  extend  to  the  determination  of  the 
sufiiciency  of  the  facts  found  to  support  the  judgment 

This  statute  being  in  force,  Tweed  brought  suit,  in  the 
court  below,  against  Flanders,  to  recover  damages,  some 
$40,000,  for  the  seizure  and  detention  of  a  quantity  of  cotton, 
in  New  Orleans.  He  had  previously  procured  the  possession 
of.it  by  a  writ  of  sequestration,  according  to  the  practice  of 
the  courts  in  that  State.     The  petition  charged  that  the  de- 

•  18  Stat,  at  Large,  GOl. 
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fendant  was  a  deputy  general  agent  of  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment of  the  United  States.  The  defendant  pleaded  admitting 
that  he  was  a  deputy  general  agent,  as  described  in  the  peti- 
tion, and  denied  all  the  other  allegations  of  it.  A  large 
amount  of  evidence  was  taken  in  the  case  on  both  sides;  the 
plaintifl*  insisting  that  he  bought  the  cotton  at  private  sale 
from  the  individual  owners,  and  the  defendant  that  it  was, 
at  the  time,  under  seizure,  and  in  his  posseseion,  as  special 
agent  of  the  Treasury  Department,  holding  it  for  the  use  of 
the  government.  This  evidence  and  the  proceedings  of  the 
court  occupied  about  a  hundred  pages  of  the  record.  The 
court  gave  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  $36,976.83. 
The  judgment  was  rendered  26th  February,  1868.  A  state- 
ment of  facts  by  the  judge  was  found  in  the  record,  filed 
May  29th,  1868,  nearly  three  months  after  the  date  when 
the  judgment  was  rendered.  This  finding  of  the  facts  began 
by  stating  that  "the  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  on  the  plead- 
ings, by  consent  of  the  parties,  by  the  judge  presiding;  and 
after  hearing  the  evidence  therein,  and  the  argument  of 
counsel,  the  court  finds  the  following  facts."  This  state- 
ment of  the  facts  by  the  judge  was  the  only  evidence  relied 
on  of  the  consent  of  the  parties  to  waive  a  jury,  except  what 
might  be  presumed  from  the  circumstance  that  both  parties 
proceeded  with  the  trial  before  the  judge  without  objection 
in  the  court  below. 

The  case  being  brought  by  Flanders,  the  defendant  be- 
low, on  error  to  this  court, 

Mr.  Hoar  J  Attorney- General^  and  Mr.  W.  A.  Fields  Assistant 
Attorney- General,  going  into  the  record  as  if  the  case  were  in 
form  properly  before  this  court,  argued  in  his  behalf  that  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  should  be  reversed  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  of  the  cause  in  the  Circuit  Court,  with  directions 
that  the  suit  be  dismissed.  But  that  if  it  should  be  deemed 
that  there  was  no  defect  of  jurisdiction,  then  that  sufiicient 
ground  was  presented  in  the  erroneous  rulings  of  the  coui*t 
(which  as  they  conceived  they  had  sufiSciently  shown)  for  re- 
versing the  judgment,  and  directing  a  new  triuL 
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Messrs.  Ashton  and  T.  D.  Lincoln  (a  brief  of  Messrs.  BiUings 
and  Hughes  being  filed)^  contra^  argued,  that  the  statement  of 
facts  made  three  months  after  the  proper  time,  and  in  a  way 
plainly  irregular,  was  a  nullity,  and  could  not  be  considered 
here;*  that  the  '^statement"  being  thus  disposed  of,  and 
there  being  no  demurrer  or  other  pleading  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  record,  nor  any  bill  of  exceptions,  no  question 
of  law  upon  the  pleadings,  or  upon  the  evidence  on  either 
side,  was  raised  by  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  and 
that  none  could  be  considered  here.  The  whole  subje^^t  had 
been  fully  settled  at  this  term,  in  Norris  v,  Jackson.li  The 
legal  presumption  in  favor  of  the  correctness  of  the  judg- 
ment below  would  therefore  prevail,  and  judgment  would 
have  to  be  affirmed  if  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff  brought 
the  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Court;  a  mat- 
ter which  the  counsel  then  proceeded  to  argue  that  it  did. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  statement  of  facts  by  the  judge  is  filed  upon  the 
29th  May,  1868,  nearly  three  months  after  the  rendition  of 
the  judgment  This  is  an  irregularity  for  which  this  court 
is  bound  to  disregard  it,  and  to  treat  it  as  no  part  of  the 
record.  The  statement  made  out  of  court  is,  of  course,  no 
evidence  before  us  of  the  facts  stated,  and  this  is  the  only 
evidence  relied  on,  of  the  consent  of  the  parties  to  waive  a 
jury,  except  what  may  be  presumed  from  the  circumstance 
that  both  parties  proceeded  with  the  trial  before  the  judge 
without  objection  in  the  court  below.  The  objection  is  now 
taken  here  by  the  plaintiff'  in  error. 

It  is  impossible  to  misunderstand  the  condition  upon 
which,  according  to  the  act  of  March  3d,  1865,  the  parties, 
are  authorized  to  waive  a  trial  by  jury,  and  substitute  the 
court,  and,  at  the  same  time,  save  to  themselves  all  the  rights 
and  privileges  which  belong  to  them  in  trials  by  jury  at  com- 
mon law.  That  condition  is  the  filing  with  the  clerk  a  writ- 
ten stipulation,  signed  by  the  parties,  or  their  attorneys. 

*  Genores  o.  Bonnemer,  7  Wallace,  664.  f  Supra^  125. 
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The  necessity  of  this  law,  for  the  purpose  designed,  will  ap- 
pear by  a  reference  to  a  few  of  the  decisions  of  this  court. 
One  of  the  latest  is  the  case  of  Oampbell  et  aL  v.  Boyrtau,*  It 
came  up  on  error  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Northern  District  of  California,  and  was  an  action  of 
ejectment  before  the  court,  the  jury  having  been  waived  by 
the  express  agreement  of  the  parties.  The  opinion  was  deliv- 
ered by  the  Chief  Justice.  He  observed :  "  It  appears  by  the 
transcript  that  several  exceptions  to  the  opinion  of  the  court 
were  taken  at  the  trial  by  the  plaintiflb  in  ^rror, — some  to 
the  admissibility  of  evidence,  and  others  to  the  construction 
and  legal  effect  which  the  court  gave  to  certain  instruments 
in  writing.  But,  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  them  particularly, 
for  it  has  been  repeatedly  decided  by  this  court  that,  in  the 
mode  of  proceeding  which  the  parties  have  seen  proper  to 
adopt,  none  of  the  questions,  whether  of  fact  or  of  law,  de- 
cided by  the  court  below,  can  be  re-examined  and  revised  in 
this  court  upon  a  writ  of  error.''  He  also  observed:  **  The 
point  was  directly  decided  in  Qmli  and  others  v.  jFVaw/in,t 
which,  like  the  present,  was  a  case  from  California,  where  a 
court  of  the  United  States  had  adopted  the  same  mode  of 
proceeding  with  that  followed  in  the  present  instance ;  and 
the  decision  was,  again,  reaffirmed  in  the  case  of  Suydam 
V.  WUUamsm  and  others^X  and  also  in  the  case  of  Kelsey  and 
others  V.  Farsythy  decided  at  the  present  term."§  He  then 
states  the  grounds  of  these  decisions,  namely,  *^  that  by  the 
established  and  familiar  rules  and  principles  which  govern 
common  law  proceedings,  no  question  of  law  can  be  re- 
viewed and  re-examined  in  an  appellate  court  upon  a  writ 
of  error  (except  only  where  it  arises  upon  the  process,  plead- 
ings, or  judgment,  in  the  case),  unless  the  facts  are  found 
by  a  jury,  by  a  general  or  special  verdict,  or  are  admitted 
by  the  parties  upon  a  case  stated  in  the  nature  of  a  special 
verdict,  stating  the  facts,  and  referring  the  questions  of  law 
to  the  court." 

The  opinion  contains  a  very  full  exposition  of  the  princi- 

«  21  Howard,  228.         f  1^  ^^'  ^^         t  ^0  Id.  482.         {  21  Id.  86. 
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pies  and  proceedings  id  the  cominon  law  cases,  and  the  de- 
parture from  them  in  trial  of  issaes  of  fact  before  the  court 
This  case,  and  those  referred  to  by  the  learned  Chief  Jus- 
tice, establish  beyond  question  that  the  act  of  Congress  was 
essential  in  order  to  preserve  to  the  parties  submitting  a 
cause  to  a  trial  before  a  court,  both  as  to  law  and  fact,  the 
benefit  of  a  review  or  re-examination  of  questions  of  law  in 
the  appellate  court  The  act,  while  it  provides  specially 
the  mode  of  submission,  takes  care  to  secure  to  the  parties 
the  right  of  review  as  it  respects  all  questions  of  law  arising 
out  of  the  facts  found  by  the  court,  giving  to  this  finding 
the  efiect  as  if  found  by  a  jury,  preserving,  at  the  same  time, 
the  right  of  exceptions  to  the  rulings  of  the  court  in  the 
progress  of  the  trial ;  and,  when  the  finding  is  special,  a  right 
to  the  appellate  court  to  determine  the  sufficiency  of  the 
facts  found  to  support  the  judgment 

This  act  of  Congress  is  the  first  one  that  has  authorized 
the  parties  to  dispense  with,  a  jury,  and  try  the  issue  of  fact 
before  the  court,  in  respect  to  all  the  Federal  courts  in  the 
Union,  except  two  special  acts,  one  in  respect  to  the  Btate  of 
Louisiana,  in  1824,  and  California  and  Oregon,  in  1864.'^ 
And  it  is  quite  important  to  settle  the  practice  under  It  at 
an  early  day,  and  with  a  precision  and  distinctness  that  can* 
not  be  misunderstood;  The  act  passed  May  26th,  1824,  re- 
lating to  the  courts  in  Louisiana,  directed  that  the  mode  of 
proceeding  in  civil  causes,  in  the  Federal  courts  in  Louisi- 
ana, should  be  the  same  as  the  practice  and  modes  of  pro- 
ceeding in  the  District  Courts  of  that  State,  subject  to  certain 
modifications  mentioned  in  the  act  The  practice  in  these 
courts  of  the  State  was  according  to  civil  law  proceedings, 
and  the  trial  of  issues  of  fact  could  take  place  before  the 
court  by  consent  of  the  parties.  This  act,  unfortunately,  not 
prescribing  the  mode  of  procedure  when  a  jury  was  waived, 
and  the  trial  before  the  court,  as  in  the  act  of  1865,  leaving 
the  court  to  grope  its  way  as  best  it  could  under  the  practice 
in  civil  law  proceedings,  the  case  to  come  up  ultimately  for 

*  18  SUt  ftt  Large,  4. 
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re-ezaniination  before  a  common  law  appellate  tribunal,  has 
led  to  the  most  painful  and  oftentimes  protracted  litigation 
at  nearly  every  term  since  its  passage,  and  that,  too,  not 
upon  questions  involving  the  merits,  bnt  questions  of  mere 
practice.  As  observed  by  Mr.  Justice  Qrier  in  Graham  v. 
Bayne*  "The  very  numerous  cases  on  this  subject,  from 
Field  V.  United  Sixties^  to  Arthurs  v.  HartyX  show  the  diflBicul- 
ties  we  have  had  to  encounter  in  reconciling  our  modes  of 
review  to  the  civil  code  of  practice  as  used  in  the  courts  of 
Louisiana;"  and  these  cases  have  not  diminished  since  the 
delivery  of  the  opinion  in  that  case. 

The  history  of  the  proceedings  in  the  Federal  courts  in 
Louisiana  under  the  act  of  1824  admonishes  us,  if  we  may 
expect  to  avoid  the  like  difficulties  and  disorders  under  the 
act  of  1865,  to  require,  in  all  cases,  where  the  parties  see  fit 
to  avail  themselves  of  the  privileges  of  the  act,  a  reasonably 
strict  conformity  to  its  regulations.  We  have  already  held§ 
that  this  act  of  1865  applies  to  the  Federal  courts  in  the 
State  of  Louisiana. 

A  cop3'  of  the  stipulation  of  the  parties,  or  attorneys,  filed 
with  the  clerk,  waiving  the  jury,  should  come  up  with  the 
transcript  in  the  return  to  the  writ  of  error,  so  that  the 
court  could  see  that  the  act  had  been  complied  with.  There 
having  been  no  stipulation,  nor  any  finding  of  the  facts,  in 
this  case,  and  no  question  upon  the  pleadings,  it  would  fol- 
low, according  to  the  general  course  of  proceeding  in  like 
cases,  heretofore  in  this  court,  that  the  judgment  below 
should  be  aflirmed.  There  are,  however,  cases  which,  under 
very  special  circumstances,  the  court  have  made  an  excep- 
tion, and  have  simply  dismissed  the  writ  of  error,  as  in  the 
case  of  Burr  v.  The  Des  3Ioines  Company y\(  or  have  reversed 
the  judgment  below  for  a  mistrial,  and  remand  it  for  a  new 
trial,  as  in  the  case  of  Graham  v.  Bayne.^  See  also  Guild  v. 
JPVonft>i.**  In  the  present  case  it  is  apparent  the  parties  be- 
low supposed  that  they  had  made  up  a  case,  according  to  the 

*  IS  Howard,  61.  f  ^  Peters,  182.  J  17  Howard,  6. 

{  Insurance  Company  v,  Tweed,  7  Wallace,  44. 

y  1  Id.  99.  f  18  Howard,  60.  **  lb.  186. 
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practice  in  Louisiaua,  from  the  finding  of  the  facts  by  the 
court,  that  would  entitle  them  to  a  re-examination  of  it  here; 
but  as  the  court  did  not  make  it  up,  and  file  it,  as  of  the  date 
of  the  trial  and  judgment,  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  part  of 
the  record ;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  the  case  being  an 
important  one,  and  intended  to  be  carried  up  here  for  re- 
examination, we  shall  reversb  the  judgment  for  a  mistrial, 

and  RBMAND  it  to  the  court  below 

For  a  nbw  trial. 

[See  mpraf  126|  Norris  ▼.  Jaek9on,1 


United  States  v.  Hosmbr. 

The  8d  section  of  the  act  of  August  6th,  1861,  which  enacts  that 

*'  All  th«  Aots,  proolamatioDt,  and  orders  of  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
after  the  4th  of  Maroh,  1861,  respecting  the  army  and  navy  of  the  United  Statee^ 
and  calling  oat  or  relating  to  the  militia  or  Tolnnteers  from  the  States,  are 
hereby  approved,  and  in  all  respects  legalised  and  made  ralid,  to  the  same  in- 
tent, and  with  the  same  effect,  as  if  they  had  been  issued  and  done  under  the  pra- 
Tious  express  authority  of  the  Congreas  of  the  United  States,'* 

validHtes  and  ratifies  a  proclamation  and  orders  of  the  President,  made 
in  May,  1861 ;  and  where  such  proclamation  and  order  promised  to  pri- 
vates  who  entered  the  service  a  bounty  of  $100,  **u)hen  honorably  di^ 
charged^^^  a  private  entering  on  the  15th  July,  1861,  ia  entitled  to  the 
bounty  whenever  honorably  discharged;  though  he  have  served  less 
than  six  months.  The  act  of  22d  July,  1861,  the  Ist  section  of  which 
provides  that 

"All  provisions  of  law  applicable  to  three  years  volunteers  shall  apply  to  two 
years  volunteers,  and  to  all  volunteers  who  have  betn  or  may  be  accepted  into 
the  service  of  the  United  States  for  a  period  not  less  than  six  months," 

and  whose  6th  section  provides  that  $IGO  shall  be  paid  to  privates 
**  Aon«ra6^y  discharged,"  who  shall  have  served  ^^two  yearn,  or  during 
the  war,  if  aooner  ended,^*  does  not  apply  to  him. 

This  was  an  appeal  by  the  United  States  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Claims,  giving  to  a  discharged  soldier 
a  bounty  which  he  claimed  of  $100. 

Mr.  Talbot  J  for  the  United  States;  Mr.  Schxnder^  contra. 
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Mr.  Justice  SWAYNE  stated  the  case  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court 

The  case  was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Claims,  upon  a 
denoiurrer  to  the  claimant's  petition.  The  facts  set  forth  in 
the  petition  were  admitted  by  the  demurrer.  The  only 
question  before  the  court  was  the  sufficiency  of  the  facts 
alleged  to  warrant  the  judgment  invoked.  The  case  is  pre- 
sented for  our  consideration  in  the  same  manner.  We  can- 
not take  cognizance  of  any  fact  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
record,  as  it  was  made  up  in  the  court  below. 

The  petition  sets  forth  that  the  claimant  was  a  private  in 
company  B  of  the  15th  regiment  of  Massachusetts  Volun- 
teers ;  that  he  was  enrolled  and  enlisted  in  the  service  about 
the  l&th  of  July,  1861,  and  was  honorably  discharged  by 
reason  of  a  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  on  or  about  the 
5th  of  January,  1868;  that  on  the  8d  of  May,  1861,  the  Presi- 
dent called  for  a  volunteer  force  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
laws,  and  the  suppression  of  insurrection,  by  a  proclamation, 
which  stated  that  the  details  would  be  made  known  through 
the  Department  of  War;  that  general  order  No.  15  of  the  War 
Department,  of  May  4th,  1861,  a(nd  general  order  No.  25 
of  that  department,  of  May  26th,  1861,  provided  that  every 
private  who  entered  the  service  under  the  pfan  set  forth 
should  be  paid,  when  honorably  discharged,  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars;  that  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  6th, 
1861,  the  proclamation  and  orders  were  legalized;  that  the 
petitioner  hud  duly  demanded  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dol- 
lars; that  his  claim  had  been  rejected  by  the  paymaster- 
general  ;  and  that  this  rejection  had  been  approved  by  the 
second  comptroller.  By  consent,  the  petition  was  amended 
by  inserting  at  the  proper  place  that  the  regiment  was  or- 
ganized and  accepted  under  the  proclamation  and  orders 
before  mentioned  for  the  term  of  three  years ;  and  that  the 
petitioner  was  duly  enrolled  in  the  regiment.  The  United 
States  demurred.  The  Court  of  Claims  overruled  the  de- 
murrer, and  gave  judgment  for  the  petitioner.  The  United 
States  thereupon  brought  the  case  by  appeal  to  this  court. 
The  proclamation  of  the  President  and  the  orders  of  the 

YOL.  IX.  2S 


434  United  States  v.  Hosmer.  [Sap.  Ct. 


Opinion  of  tho  court. 


"War  Department,  relied  upon  by  the  claimant,  are  correctly 
set  forth  in  the  petition,  and  need  not  be  more  particularly 
adverted  to. 

The  3d  section  of  the  act  of  August  6th,  1861,*  declares 
that  <*  all  the  acts,  proclamations,  and  orders  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  after  the  4th  of  March,  1861,  respect- 
ing the  army  and  navy  of  the  United  States,  and  calling  out 
or  relating  to  the  militia  or  volunteers  from  the  States,  are 
hereby  approved,  and  in  all  respects  legalized  and  made 
valid,  to  the  same  intent,  and  with  the  same  effect,  as  if 
they  had  been  issued  and  done  under  the-previons  express 
authority  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States." 

This  made  the  case  of  the  petitioner  complete.  It  was 
unquestionably  within  the  proclamation  and  orders  thus 
legalized.  Congress  gave  the  same  validity  to  the  claim  as 
if  the  petitioner  had  entered  the  service  under  an  antece- 
dent statute  containing  exactly  the  provisions  of  the  orders 
under  which  the  claim  has  arisen. 

The  attorney  for  the  United  States  relies  upon  the  act  of 
the  22d  of  July,  1861.  t  The  1st  section  of  that  act  provides 
that  '^all  provisions  of  law  applicable  to  three  years  volun- 
teers shall  apply  to  two  years  volunteers,  and  to  all  volun- 
teers who  have  been  or  may  be  accepted  into  the  service  of 
the  United  States  for  a  period  not  less  than  six  months." 
The  5th  section  provides  that  |100  shall  be  paid  to  privates 
"  honorably  discharged,"  who  shall  have  served  "  two  years, 
or  during  the  war,  if  sooner  ended." 

This  was  the  first  act  passed  by  Congress  for  calling  out 
troops  to  suppress  the  rebellion.  It  is  insisted  that  it  is 
retrospective  as  well  as  prospective  in  its  operation ;  that  it 
applies  to  volunteers  who  entered  the  service  prior  to  its 
passage,  under  the  proclamation,  as  well  as  those  who  en- 
tered subsequently  under  its  provisions;  and  that  the  pe- 
titioner, not  having  served  two  years  at  the  time  of  his 
discharge,  was  hence  not  entitled  to  the  hundred  dollars  in 
question.    It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  this  subject     Con- 

«  12  Stat  at  Large,  826.  f  lb.  268. 
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cediDg  the  construction  contended  for  to  be  correct,  the 

consequence  insisted  on  by  no  means  follows.    The  prior 

act  must  yield  to  the  later  one.     The  act  of  August  6th 

ratifies  the  proclamation  and  orders  in  the  strongest  terms. 

It  contains  no  exception  or  qualification.    It  gives  to  the 

orders  the  fullest  effect,  and  leaves  the  claim  of  the  petitioner 

in  all  respects  as  it  would  have  been  if  the  act  of  the  22d  of 

July  had  not  been  passed.    We  may  add  that  it  would  not 

comport  with  the  dignity  of  the  government  thus  to  break 

faith  with  the  gallant  men  who  in  that  hour  of  gloom  stood 

forth  to  peril  their  lives  for  their  country.    Viewing  the  two 

acts  together^  we  are  confident  such  was  not  the  intention 

of  Congress. 

Judgment  affibmed. 


/ 


The  Maggie  Hammond. 


1.  Where  a  libel  was  filed  againBt  a  foreign  ship,  in  an  admiralty  case,  in  an 

admiralty  court  of  the  United  States,  the  Hbellant  and  claimant  both 
being  foreigners,  the  place  of  shipping  and  the  place  of  consignment 
being  foreign  ports,  and  the  whole  ground  of  libel  a  matter  which  oc- 
curred abroad,  this  court  considered  the  question  of  jurisdiction  open  for 
argument  here,  though  it  was  not  raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  had  not 
been  suggested  by  any  one  in  the  court  below. 

2.  The  owner  of  the  cargo  has  a  lien,  by  the  maritime  law,  upon  the  ship 

for  the  safe  custody,  due  transport,  and  right  delivery  of  the  same. 

8.  Where  a  lien  exists  by  the  maritime  law  of  foreign  jurisdictions,  our  ad- 
miralty has  jurisdiction  to  enforce  it  here  even  though  all  tbe  parties  be 
foreigners.    Its  enforcement  is  but  a  question  of  comity. 

4.  Semble,  that  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  shipper,  where  the  goods  have 
*  been  sold,  lost,  or  injured  during  the  voyage,  may  have  recourse  upon 
the  vessel  as  a  guarantee  for  the  personal  obligation  of  the  shipowner. 

5  Under  the  statute  of  24th  and  25th  Victoria,  comny)n]y  known  as  the  Ad- 
miralty Court  Act,  jurisdiction  exists  in  the  English  courts  of  admiralty 
to  enforce  by  proceedings  in  rem  a  claim  by  an  owner,  domiciled  in 
Canada,  of  a  bill  of  lading  of  goods  carried  into  a  port  of  Wales,  where 
the  master  abandoned  the  voyage  without  lawful  excuse,  improperly 
entered  into  a  new  contract  of  affreightment,  and  proceeded  on  a  distant 
voyage,  leaving  the  goods  at  the  Welsh  port,  and  neither  carrying  them 
himself  to  their  port  of  destination,  nor  seeking  to  forward  them  in 
another  vessel. 
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6.  Redress  may  be  had  in  our  admiralty  courts  in  the  case  6f  a  master  thus 

there  acting,  although  the  ship  have  been  a  foreign  vessel ,  and  the  ship- 
ment made  between  foreign  countries,  as  Scotland  and  Canada.  And 
this  is  so  whether  the  statute  be  regarded  as  giving  a  maritime  lien  or 
only  a  right  to  sue  the  ship. 

7.  The  master  of  a  vessel  is  bound  to  carry  the  goods  shipped  on  her  to  their 

place  of  destination  in  his  own  ship,  unless  he  is  prevented  from  so  doing 
by  the  act  of  God,  the  public  enemy,  the  act  of  the  shipper,  or  by  some 
one  of  the  perils  excepted  in  the  contract  of  shipment.  When  the  vessel 
is  disabled  in  the  course  of  the  voyage,  and  cannot  be  seasonably  re- 
paired to  perform  it,  he  is  bound  to  transship  the  goods  and  send  them 
forward  in  another  vessel,  if  one  can  be  had  in  the  same  or  in  any  rea- 
sonably contiguous  port. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  Maryland,  the  facts  of 
the  case,  so  far  as  they  presented  questions  which  were  passed 
on  by  the  judgment  of  the  court,  having  been  these: 

On  the  23d  of  August,  1866,  the  Maggie  Hammond,  a 
British  vessel,  being  then  at  Androssan,  Scotland,  and  owned 
by  a  British  subject  domiciled  in  Nova  Scotia^  took  on  board  for 
Morland  k  Co.,  British  subjects  also,  residents  of  Montreal, 
Canada,  a  cargo  of  iron,  to  be  transported  from  Androssan 
to  Montreal.  The  bill  of  lading  was  in  the  usual  form.  The 
vessel,  in  consequence  of  stress  of  weather,  which  damaged 
her  considerably,  put  back,  after  her  voyage  had  been  half 
accomplished,  and  reaching  Milford  Haven,  on  the  coast  of 
Wales,  anchored  there,  September  18th.  Surveys  were  held 
on  the  18th  and  25th,  the  result  of  which  was  that  the  ship 
being  found  unseaworthy,  was  ordered  to  Cardiff,  about  a 
hundred  and  fifty  miles  further  along  the  coast,  for  repairs, 
there  being  no  facilities  for  landing  and  storing  the  cargo 
at  Milford.  On  the  9th  October  the  master  made  formal 
protest  at  Cardiff,  stating  that  it  had  been  ascertained  by 
surveys  that  the  vessel  could  not  be  repaired  in  time  to  com- 
plete lier  voyage  before  the  close  of  the  season ;  navigation 
in  the  St.  Lawrence  being  impeded  by  ice  at  a  compara- 
tively early  time  in  the  winter.  The  vessel  was  repaired, 
and  on  the  8d  of  November  the  surveyors  certified  that  she 
was  in  a  condition  to  proceed  on  her  voyage.  The  average 
voyage  from  ports  of  Great  Britain  to  Montreal  is  from 
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thirty-five  to  forty  days.  The  navigation  of  the  St.  Law- 
rence to  Montreal,  closed  as  it  appeared,  in  this  year,  1866, 
on  the  15th  December,  and  was  open  in  the  spring  of  1867, 
on  the  22d  April.  Though,  of  course,  the  navigation  was 
not  open  in  all  years  alike,  and  though  there  was  some  con- 
flict of  testimony,  the  weight  of  it  went  to  show  that  it  had 
not  usually,  in  previous  years,  closed  earlier  than  this.  The 
first  vessel  from  sea  in  the  spring  of  1867  arrived  4th  May. 
The  agents  of  Morland  &  Co.,  asserting,  on  the  vessel's  put- 
ting back  and  returning,  that  there  was  no  weather  or  dis- 
tress which  ought  to  have  compelled  her  to  give  up  the 
voyage,  and  that  she  could  even  now  resume  the  voyage,  and 
dispute  arising  on  these  points,  a  compromise  was  attempted. 
While,  however,  negotiations  were  going  on,  the  vessel 
loaded  and  sailed  for  Baltimore  with  another  cargo  on  the 
2l6t  November,  leaving  the  cargo  of  Morland  k  Co.  in  store 
at  Cardiff.  The  owners  of  the  Maggie  Hammond  antici- 
pated, as  they  alleged,  when  their  vessel  sailed,  that  she  would 
be  able  to  complete  the  voyage  to  Baltimore  and  be  back  at 
Cardiff  in  time  for  the  spring  navigation,  then  to  take  the 
iron  aboard  and  sail  to  Montreal.  But  tempestuous  weather 
made  the  voyage  to  Baltimore  one  of  eighty-seven  days. 
The  vessel  arrived  there  only  on  the  17th  February,  and  was 
chartered  back,  with  an  expectation  by  her  owners  that  she 
would  arrive  at  Cardiff  from  the  16th  to  the  20th  of  April. 
This  was  nearly  a  month  after  vessels  for  Montreal  usually 
leave  the  English  ports.  The  agents  of  Morland  &;  Co.  ac- 
cordingly made  arrangements  with  another  vessel  and  for- 
warded the  iron  on  her.  This  vessel  sailed  May  29th,  and 
reached  Montreal  July  22d. 

While  the  Maggie  Hammond  was  at  Baltimore,  Morland 
k  Co.  libelled  her  tor  breach  of  her  contract  with  them. 

The  District  Court,  considering  that  the  repairs  were  made 
in  time  to  have  allowed  the  Maggie  Hammond  to  get  off  in 
the  autumn,  and  that  if  they  were  not  the  master  ought  to 
have  foreseen  that  they  would  not  be,  and  have  sent  the 
cargo  on  by  another  ship,  decreed  in  favor  of  the  libellants; 
holding  the  ship  responsible  for  the  difference  between  the 
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value  of  the.iron  in  Montreal  on  December  Idth,  1866,  when, 
as  the  court  considered,  it  ought  to  have  arrived,  and  its 
value  in  July,  1867,  when  it  did  arrive,  with  interest,  ftc 
The  Circuit  Court  affirmed  the  decree.  The  case  being 
here,  the  questions  argued  and  in  issue  were  these : 

I.  One  of  jurisdiction;  a  point  not  raised  in  the  pleadings 
nor  by  any  one  below,  but  suggested  here  by  Messrs.  Brum 
and  Browney  for  the  appellants^  and  ordered  by  the  court, 
through  Mr.  Justice  Clifibrd,  to  be  argued  on  these  three 
questions : 

1st.  Had  the  libellants  a  lien  upon  the  ship  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract  of  affreightment  at  the  place  where 
the  contract  was  made,  or  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
contract  was  to  be  performed  ? 

2d.  Did  the  act  of  the  master  in  landing  and  storing  the 
goods,  and  accepting  new  employment  for  the  ship  when  the 
repairs  were  completed,  create  a  lien  upon  the  ship  in  favor 
of  the  libellants  at  the  place  where  the  cargo  was  landed, 
stored,  and  left? 

8d.  If  the  libellants  did  not  acquire  any  Hen,  either  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made,  or  by  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  cargo  was  landed,  stored,  and  left,  did 
the  District  Court  have  jurisdiction  of  the  libel  and  of  the 
cause  of  action  therein  set  forth  ? 

[In  connection  with  these  questions  it  is  necessary  to  state 
that  the  British  Parliament,  in  1861,"^  by  act  of  the  24th  and 
25th  Victoria,  gave  jurisdiction  to  admiralty  courts,  to  be 
exercised  either  by  proceedings  in  rem  or  proceedings  m  per* 
sonanif 

'<  over  any  claim  by  the  owner  or  consignee,  or  assignee  of  any 
bill  of  lading  of  any  goods  carried  into  any  port  in  England  or 
Wales  in  any  ship,  for  damage  done  to  the  goods  or  any  part 
thereof  by  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of,  or  for  any  breach 
of  duty  or  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  master, 
or  crew  of  the  ship,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaotion  of  the 
court  that  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  cause  any  owner 
or  part  owner  of  the  ship  is  domiciled  in  Bngland  or  Wales."} 

*  British  Sut.  at  Large,  1S61,  chap,  z,  (  6. 
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n.  Assuming  jurisdiction  to  exist. 

let  Whether  the  master  uunecessarilj  delayed  making 
the  repairs  7  a  question  of  fact  merely. 

2d.  Whether  at  the  date  (November  4th)  when  he  was 
certified  that  his  Vessel  was  in  a  condition  to  proceed  on  her 
voyage,  he  could  safely  have  set  off  for  a  port  so  far  north  as 
Montreal  ?  another  question  of  mere  fact. 

8d.  Whether,  having  believed,  as  he  stated  in  his  protest 
made  at  Cardiff  on  the  9th  October  that  he  did,  that  it  had 
been  ascertained  that  the  vessel  could  not  be  repaired  in  time 
to  complete  her  voyage  before  the  close  of  the  season,  he 
was  not  bound  to  have  procured  another  vessel  if  he  could 
have  done  so,  and  forwarded  the  cargo  by  i^  ?  a  question  of 
law. 

4th.  Whether  he  could  have  procured  such  other  vessel  if 
be  had  sought  for  one  ?  a  question  of  mere  fact 

This  court  assumed,  on  the  evidence,  that  the  master  did 
delay  his  repairs ;  that  he  could  have  safely  set  off  on  the  4th 
of  November;  and  that  he  could  at  an  earlier  date  than  this 
have  found  other  vessels,  though  he  might  have  had  to  pay 
a  higher  rate  of  freight  than  that  for  which  he  had  himself 
contracted,  and  a  higher  rate  of  premium  for  insurance.  So 
that  the  only  questions  of  law,  and  the  only  questions,  there- 
fore, for  report,  were : 

1.  The  point  of  jurisdiction. 

2.  The  obligatioh  of  the  shipowners  in  a  case  where  the 
&ct8  were  as  the  court  here  assumed  them  to  be. 

Messrs.  Bnme  and  Brown^  for  the  appellants : 

I.  On  the  three  questions  put  as  to  jurisdiction^  went  into  a 
very  learned  argument  to  show, 

1st.  That  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  where  the  iron  was 
shipped,  the  libellants  had  no  lien  cognizable  in  courts  of 
admiralty ;  citing  herein  the  Bi^tish  statute  of  1  William 
IV,  ch.  69;  Bell,  Dictionary  of  Scottish  Law;*  and  the  case 
of  The  Bold  BuccUughjf  Ac.    That  the  same  want  of  lien 


*  Tit.  Goart  of  Admiralty.  f  7  Moore's  Privy  Council,  267. 
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existed  equally  by  the  law  of  Canada,  where  the  owners  of 
the  vessel  and  of  the  cargo  resided;  the  counsel  here  citing 
the  language  of  the  Commission  to  the  Vice-Admiralty 
Courts  there,  essays  by  Canadian  lawyers,"^  British  Statutes^f 
the  Lower  Canada  Reports,  and  old  French  Arrdts.^ 

2d.  That  the  act  of  the  master,  in  landing  the  goods  and 
accepting  new  employment,  gave  no  maritime  lien,  unless 
one  was  created  by  the  statute  of  24th  and  25th  Victoria; 
but  that  this  act  did  not  profess  to  create  maritime  liens, 
but  only  to  confer  jurisdiction  by  proceedings  in  reniy^  as 
appeared  by  the  case  of  The  Pacijic;\\  that  there  was  a  great 
difference  between  creating  a  maritime  lien  and  authorizing 
a  proceeding  in  rem  ;  that  the  former,  if  created,  would  fol- 
low the  vessel,  while  the  latter,  by  being  merely  authorized, 
came  to  nothing,  unless  the  proceeding  was  instituted,  and 
the  vessel  was  a  fugitive  from  justice,  which  was  not  the 
case  here. 

8d.  That  there  being  no  maritime  lien  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, and  the  contract  being  British  as  to  ship,  parties;  mode 
of  performance,  place,  where  made,  and  place  where  to  be 
performed — ^British  every  way,  in  short,  and  without  any 
citizen  having  any  interest  in  the  matter— our  courts  ought 
not  to  originate  rights,  and  to  give  a  privilege  which  would 
not  be  given  in  the  home  of  the  parties. 

n.  On  the  point  of  the  inasier^s  oUigatim.  The  learned 
counsel  argued  this  point  elaborately,  btft  the  argument  was, 
after  all,  chiefly  on  the  facts,  and  to  show  a  case  different 
from  that  assumed  by  the  court,  and  presented,  of  course, 
as  the  case  by  the  reporter.  There  was  thus  but  little  pre- 
sented on  the  point  for  report. 


*  Preface  to  StuArt's  Vice-Admiralty  Reports. 
'  f  2  William  IV,  ch.  61,  Acts  relating  to  Canada,  1  Stephens's  Commen- 

I  Uries,  6thed.  110,  112. 

^  Saisie  Arrets,  provided  for  by  Cond.  Stat  Lower  Canada,  ch.  SS,  ({  4S 
!  JHi4  47. 

i  Baldwin  o.  Gibbon,  Bobertson's  Digest,  861 ;  The  Friends,  Stuart's  Vm- 
Admiralty  Cases,  116. 
I  II  Browning  A  Lnsbington,  246. 
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Messrs.  Teacle  WaUis  and  J.  H.  Thomas^  contra : 

I.  As  to  jurisdiction^  having  observed  that  the  first  and 
second  of  the  inquiries  had  a  point  in  common,  argaed  that 
neither  of  them  could  be  answered  without  determining  a 
question  of  foreign  law;  that  the  shipment  was  made  and 
the  bill  of  lading  executed  in  Scotland;  and  the  cargo  was 
to  be  delivered  in  Canada,  and  was  landed  and  left  in  Wales; 
that  each  of  these  three  places  had  its  separate  system  of 
jurisprudence,  Wales  being  governed  by  the  English  law; 
that  the  Scotch  and  colonial  laws  were  held  by  the  English 
courts  to  be  foreign  laws,  and  were  required  to  be  proven, 
as  matters  of  fact,  precisely  as  the  laws  of  foreign  nations; 
and  that  in  the  absence  of  proof — of  which  there  was  none 
here — ^the  foreign  law  and  our  own  must  be  presumed  to  be 
the  same.     No  suggestion  had  been  made  in  the  pleadings 
or  made  below  to  show  that  the  foreign  laws  differed  in  any 
respect  from  the  general  maritime  law,  as  administered  by 
the  admiralty  courts  of  this  country,  and  the  fact  that  they 
did  not  so  differ  being  thus  conceded  throughout,  the  ap- 
pellees had  no  reason  for  taking  testimony  to  establish  what 
was  not  disputed ;  Minis  v.  Smithy*  as  well  as  prior  cases, 
precluding  the  appellant  from  mooting,  in  the  tribunal  of 
last  resort,  a  question  of  fact  not  raised  by  the  record. 

The  counsel  then  went  into  an  examination  of  Scottish 
authors,  seeking  to  disprove  by  the  writings  of  Dr.  Bell,  that 
which  the  opposite  side  cited  them  to  show ;  and  they  con- 
tended, on  his  authority  and  that  of  other  Scotch  writers,t 
that  the  Scotch  admiralty  was  altogether  free  from  the  re- 
strictions and  embarrassments  which  so  much  narrowed  the 
jurisdiction  in  England,  and  was  governed,  like  our  own  ad- 
miralty, by  the  broader  rules  and  principles  of  the  ancient 
usages,  customs,  and  ordinances  of  the  sea.  It  had  ^*  the 
decision  of  all  maritime  and  seafaring  causes,*'  and  the  rules 
which  governed  its  jurisdiction  and  remedies  were  derived 

«  14  Howard,  426-7. 

f  1  Betl's  Commentaries  on  Commercial  Law,  ed.  of  1826,  497,  600; 
Erskine's  Institutes,  86 ;  and  see  the  American  case  of  The  Rebecca,  Ware, 
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from  the  identical  sources  to  which  this  court  resorted  in 
Vandewater  v.  Milh^j  for  the  principle  that "  the  ship  is  bound 
to  the  merchandise  and  the  merchandise  to  the  ship.'' 

As  to  the  scope  and  rules  of  admiralty  jurisdiction  in 
Canada,  where  the  cargo  in  controversy  was  to  be  delivered, 
they  stated  that  they  had  found  no  information  in  any  books 
within  their  reach,  and  they  relied  on  the  fact  of  the  diffi- 
culty of  getting  accurate  information  from  books  with  which 
the  profession  here  was  necessarily  unacquainted,  and  from 
which,  if  they  knew  them,  they  might  derive  erroneous 
ideas — the  information  being  wholly  separated  from  prac- 
tical knowledge  of  the  matters  treated  of— -as  but  another 
illustration  of  the  propriety  of  requiring  all  such  matters  to 
be  established  by  proof.  As  to  Canadian  legislation,  they 
had  discovered  nothing  which  threw  any  light  upon  the 
question. 

As  to  the  3d  question  put,  on  the  point  of  jurisdiction, 
while  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Admiralty  Court  to 
enforce  the  lien  by  process  in  rem  did  not  exist  before  the 
recent  statutes  of  Victoria,  it  seemed  to  them  clear  upon 
authority  that  the  lien,  though  not  enforceable,  nevertheless 
did  exist  as  part  of  the  English  admiralty  law.f  The  ele- 
mentary writers  were  stated  by  them  to  be  unanimous  upon 
this  point.  Lord  Tenterden  used  the  strongest  language  iu 
regard  to  it.  "That  principle  of  maritime  law,  therefore," 
said  Kent,  "  lay9  dormant^  from  the  want  of  a  court  of  law  or 
equity  to  enforce  it  m  rem.'' 

But  whatever  difficulty  might  have  formerly  existed  as  to 
jurisdiction  in  England,  had  been  entirely  removed  by  the 
act  of  24  and  25  Victoria. 

In  The  BahiaX  and  The  Ironsides j%  the  words,  "carried 
into  England  or  Wales,"  were  decided  to  have  been  pur- 
posely employed  in  their  widest  signification,  and  the  stat- 
ute, it  was  said,  was  not  intended  to  be  restricted  to  cases  of 


*  19  Howard,  90. 

t  Abbott  on  Shipping,  marg.,  pp.  126, 127,  and  286;  8  Kent,  8th  ed.  281, 
note  a;  The  Rebecca,  Ware,  192. 

{  Browning  &  Lushington,  61.  (  Lusbington,  468. 
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importation.  The  iron,  then,  in  this  case,  was  carried  into 
a  port  of  Wales.  The  sole  owner  of  the  ship  was  domi- 
ciled in  Nova  Scotia,  and  not  in  England  or  Wales.  The 
complaint  is  of  breach  of  daty  and  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  master  and  the  ship.  The  case,  therefore,  came  directly 
within  the  provisions  and  scope  of  the  statute.  All  the  dis- 
cussion about  Scott  on  Canadian  law  was  irrelative.  Unless 
it  could  be  successfully  argued  that  giving  a  remedy  against 
the  ship  by  proceeding  in  rem  did  not  impose  a  lien,  there 
seemed  to  be  no  room  for  dispute  as  to  the  existence  of  the 
lien 'by  virtue  of  and  under  the  statute.  The  lien  having 
existed  previously  in  England,  and  nothing  having  been 
needed  but  jurisdiction  for  its  enforcement,  there  was  no 
necessity  of  deriving  a  lien  from  the  statute,  and  the  statute 
would  be  regarded  as  authorizing  an  enforcement />ro  ianio 
of  a  lien  already  existing. 

But  the  lien  was  given  by  the  statute;  and  this  was  settled 
notwithstanding  some  loose  language  used  in  The  Pacific. 
In  Harmer  v.  Bell*^  the  privy  council  laid  down  the  doc- 
trine of  maritime  iien,  definitively  and  exactly,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  Story,  J.,  in  The  Nesior.lf    They  say: 

^^In  all  cases  where  a  proceeding  in  rem  is  the  proper  course,  there 
a  maritime  lien  exists,  which  gives  a  privilege  or  claim  upon  the 
thing,  to  be  enforced  by  legal  process.  This  claim  or  privilege 
travels  with  the  thing  into  whosesoever  possession  it  may  come. 
It  is  inchoate  from  the  moment  the  claim  or  privilege  attaches, 
and  when  carried  into  effect  by  legal  process,  by  a  proceeding 
in  rem,  relates  back  to  thtj  period  when  it  first  attached." 

If  the  injured  shipper  of  goods,  under  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  contract  was  violated,  could  have  found  his 
remedy  by  a  proceeding  in  renij  the  shipowner  certainly 
could  not  complain  that  the  same  proceeding  was  taken  for 
the  same  wrong,  in  a  court  of  corresponding  jurisdiction, 


*  22  English  Law  and  Equity,  72 ;  and  see  The  Feronia,  Law  Reports, 
2  Admiralty  and  Ecclesiastical,  78;  The  Ella  A.  Clark,  Browning  &  Lush- 
ington,  82. 

t  1  Sumner,  78. 
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where  the  offending  res  was  found.  The  proceeding  m  rem, 
after  all,  was  but  ''  a  mode  of  proceeding  and  process,"  as 
defined  by  this  court,*  and  its  allowance  or  refusal  consti- 
tuted no  "question  of  jurisdiction." 

The  fact  that  all  the  parties  to  this  proceeding  were  aliens 
did  not,  in  itself,  and  at  this  stage  of  the  cause,  furnish  any 
ground  for  ousting,  or  even  doubting,  the  jurisdiction.  The 
lien,  as  between  foreigners,  was  always  administered  in  our 
courts  by  process  in  rem^  on  principles  of  comity.f  It  was  a 
matter  of  sound  judicial  discretion  and  not  of  jurisdiction, 
and  like  all  matters  of  discretion  could  not  be  the  subject 
of  revision  in  the  Supreme  Court,  or  a  ground  of  appeal  to 
it.  In  the  present  case,  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  was 
not  only  lawful  but  just.  The  port  of  Baltimore  was  much 
nearer  to  the  places  of  residence  of  both  parties  than  any 
port  of  Great  Britain.  It  was  as  easy  of  access  to  one  party 
as  the  other,  and  the  ship  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Diitrict  Court  of  Maryland,  a  fugitive,  as  it  were,  from  her 
duty. 

II.  On  the  point  of  the  master's  obligation,  the  counsel 
replied  to  the  argument  of  the  other  side,  as  to  what  the 
case  on  the  evidence  was ;  showing  it  to  be  that  given  by 
the  reporter,  and  on  which  the  law  was  scarcely  a  matter  of 
question. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFPORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Common  carriers  by  water,  like  common  carriers  by  land, 
in  the  absence  of  any  legislative  provisions  prescribing  a 
different  rule,  are  insurers  of  goods  shipped,  and  are  liable 
in  all  events  and  for  every  loss  and  damage,  however  occa* 
sioned,  unless  it  happens  from  the  act  of  God  or  the  public 
enemy.  Or  by  the  act  of  the  shipper,  or  from  some  other 
cause  or  accident  expressly  excepted  in  the  bill  of  lading. 

Whenever  the  goods  intended  for  transportation  are  ship- 

»  The  Bt.  Lawrence,  1  Black,  626 ;  The  Potomac,  2  Id.  681. 

f  Mason  v.  The  Blaireau,  2  Oranch,  240;  Davis  v.  Leslie,  Abbott's  Ad- 
miralty Reports,  181;  The  Jerusalem,  2  Gallison,  191;  The  Boe,  Ware, 832; 
The  Howard,  18  Howard,  281 ;  The  Ada,  Davies,  409. 
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ped  on  boards  or  delivered  to  the  carrier  or  bis  agent  for  tbat 
purpose,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master,  in  the  absence  of  any 
stipulation  as  to  the  period  of  sailing,  to  commence  the  voy- 
age within  a  reasonable  time,  and  he  must  proceed  on  the 
voyage  in  the  direct  and  usual  route  to  th<j  port  of  delivery 
without  any  unnecessary  deviation.  Unless  it  becomes  nec- 
essary to  deviate  for  the  purpose  of  making  repairs  or  to 
avoid  a  storm,  or  an  enemy  or  pirates,  or  to  obtain  necessary 
supplies,  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  another  vessel  in 
distress,  no  deviation  from  the  direct  and  usual  route  can  in 
general  be  justified,  nor  will  any  other  cause  be  admitted,  ex- 
cept under  very  special  circumstances,  as  a  valid  defence  for 
any  such  delay  in  the  transportation  of  the  goods  shipped 
under  the  bill  of  lading  or  other  legal  contract  of  shipment. 

L  Certain  parcels  of  pig-iron,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
three  hundred  tons,  consigned  to  the  libellants,  were,  by 
their  agents,  resident  in  England,  shipped  August  2Sd,  1866, 
on  board  the  Maggie  Hammond,  then  lying  at  Ardrossan, 
Scotland,  and  bound  on  a  voyage  from  that  port  to  the  port 
of  Montreal,  where  the  libellants  reside.  By  the  bill  of 
lading,  it  appears  that  the  iron  constituting  the  consignment 
was  shipped  in  good  order  and  condition,  and  that  the  con- 
tract of  shipment  was  that  it  should  be  delivered  to  the  con- 
signees at  the  port  of  destination  in  like  good  order  and 
condition,  "  the  act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and 
all  and  every  other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers, 
and  navigation,  of  whatever  nature  and  kind  soever,  ex- 
cepted." 

Subject  to  the  terms  of  that  contract  the  merchandise  in 
question  was  delivered  to  the  carrier;  and  having  been  duly 
laden  on  board,  the  ship  sailed  on  the  following  day  for  the 
port  of  delivery,  and  until  the  seventh  of  September  she 
proceeded  on  her  voyage  in  perfect  safety,  when  she  en- 
countered heavy  gales  which  continued  through  the  night, 
causing  the  ship  to  leak,  and  doing  great  damage  to  the 
sails;  and  it  appears  that  the  master,  at  six  o'clock  in  the 
afternoon  of  that  day,  finding  that  the  weather  exhibited  no 
appearance  of  improvement,  and  having  consulted  with  the 
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other  officers  of  the  vessel,  and  the  crew,  decided  to  bear 
away  for  some  port  of  refuge,  and  that  "  they  wore  ship  with 
her  head  to  the  eastward." 

Prior  to  that  change  of  course  they  had  accomplished 
half  the  contemplated  voyage,  as  it  appears  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  ship,  at  noon  of  that  day,  was  in  latitude 
forty-nine  degrees  one  minate  north,  and  in  longitude  thirty 
degrees  sixteen  minutes  west.  Precisely  what  change  was 
immediately  made  in  the  course  of  the  ship  does  not  appear; 
but  it  does  appear  that  the  master,  on  the  following  day, 
called  the  crew  aft,  and  submitted  the  question  to  them 
whether  they  would  go  to  the  westward,  or  continue  to  go 
to  the  eastward,  and  that  they  decided  to  proceed  to  the  east- 
ward, which  was  equivalent  to  a  decision  to  return.  Much 
injury  had  doubtless  been  done  to  the  sails,  but  they  had 
spare  sails,  and  it  appears  that  the  crew,  before  they  were 
called  aft,  had  bent  and  set  the  foresail,  the  maintopsail,  the 
jib,  the  foretopmast  staysail,  the  maintopmast  staysail,  the 
mizzen  staysail,  and  the  spanker,  and  the  protest  shows  that 
the  wind  had  subsided,  and  that  the  weather  was  more 
moderate. 

Principal  reason  given  by  the  crew  for  refusing  to  go 
westward,  as  reported  in  the  protest,  was,  that  they  had  not 
sufficient  sails,  that  the  ship  was  leaking  badly,  and  that 
they  were  not  able  to  do  any  more  work  until  they  had 
some  rest 

Midway  between  western  and  eastern  ports,  and  with  a 
ship  as  seaworthy  to  go  forward  as  to  go  back,  the  master 
nevertheless  yielded  readily  to  the  suggestions  of  the  crew, 
and  decided  to  proceed  to  the  eastward,  and  on  the  seven- 
teenth of  September  the  ship  came  to  anchor,  without  any 
further  damage,  in  the  port  of  Milford,  in  Wales.  Imme- 
diate steps  were  taken  for  a  survey,  which  was  held  on  the 
following  day,  but  some  of  the  recommendations  of  the  sur- 
veyors were  not  satisfactory  to  the  master,  and  he  declined 
to  carry  them  into  effect.  'Dissatisfied  with  the  results  of 
that  survey  he  called  another,  which  was  not  held  until  the 
twenty-fifth  of  the  same  month,  when  it  was  recommended 
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that  the  ship  should  proceied  to  Cardiff,  where  there  were 
greater  facilities  for  landing  and  storing  the  cargo  and  for 
repairing  the  vessel.  Influenced  by  that  recommendation 
the  master,  two  days  afterwards,  weighed  anchor,  and  the 
ahip  having  been  taken  in  tow  by  a  steamtug,  arrived  at 
Cardifi'  on  the  next  day  and  was  safely  moored  for  repairs  in 
the  dry-dock  at  that  port.  Subsequent  surveys  were  also 
held,  confirming  the  prior  conclusion  that  the  ship  was  in 
ueed  of  repairs,  and  thereupon  the  cargo  was  lauded  and 
stored.  Expenses  were  incurred  in  executing  the  repairs  to 
the  amount  of  one  hundred  and  eighty-five  pounds  and  sev- 
enteen shillings,  bat  the  mechanics  in  accomplishing  the 
work,  stripped  the  vessel  of  her  yellow  metal,  valued  at  one 
hundred  and  thirty  pounds,  which  was  allowed  as  a  credit 
to  the  owner  of  the  ship. 

On  the  ninth  of  October  the  master  made  a  formal  protest, 
that  the  repairs  recommended  could  not  be  completed  until 
the  season  would  be  too  far  advanced  for  the  ship  to  complete 
the  voyage  before  winter.  Her  repairs  were  finished  prior 
to  the  third  of  November,  and  on  that  day  the  surveyors 
certified  that  the  ship  was  in  a  *^  seaworthy  state  to  proceed 
on  her  intended  voyage."  Although  the  ship  was  ready  for 
sea,  still  the  master  refused  to  reload  the  cargo  and  proceed 
to  fulfil  his  contract,  alleging  that  the  season  was  too  far  ad- 
vanced. Negotiations  were  instituted  between  the  consignees 
and  the  owner  of  the  ship  for  a  compromise  of  the  contro- 
versy, but  before  any  conclusion  was  reached  the  ship,  on 
the  twenty-first  of  November,  took  on  board  another  cargo 
and  sailed  for  Baltimore,  leaving  the  merchandise  constitut- 
ing the  consignment  of  the  libellauts  in  store  at  the  port 
where  the  repairs  were  made. 

Left  in  store  the  merchandise  remained  there  until  the 
twenty-ninth  of  May  of  the  next  year,  whdn  the  agents  of 
the  ship  forwarded  the  same  in  another  vessel,  but  the  vessel 
with  the  goods  did  not  arrive  at  the  port  of  delivery  until 
the  twenty-second  of  July,  eleven  months  afler  the  iron  was 
shipped  on  board  the  vessel  of  the  respondent.  Aggrieved 
by  such  unusual  delay  and  learning  that  the  ship  had  ar- 
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rived  at  her  port  of  deBtiuation,  under  the  new  contract  of 
afireigfatmenty  the  shippers  and  consignees  of  the  iron  stored 
and  left  at  Cardiff,  filed  their  libel  in  the  District  Conrt  for 
the  district  where  the  ship  then  was,  alleging  a  breach  of  the 
contract  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  lading.  Process  of  attach- 
ment  was  issued  and  the  ship  was  seized  on  the  26th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1867,  the  day  before  she  finished  discharging  her 
cargo  at  Baltimore.  Hearing  was  had  and  a  decree  was  en- 
tered in  favor  of  the  libellants  in  the  District  Court  for  three 
thousand  and  ninety-two  dollars  and  thirty  cents,  together 
with  costs  of  the  proceedings.  Determined  to  contest  the 
matter  further  the  claimant  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court, 
and  the  appeal  to  this  court  is  from  the  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  affirming  the  decree  of  the  District  Court. 

n.  Several  questions  of  importance  and  of  no  inconsidera- 
ble difficulty  are  presented  for  decision  in  this  case.  Most 
of  the  material  facts  are  exhibited  in  the  preceding  state- 
ment, and  in  view  of  that  state  of  facts  the  libellants  submit 
the  following  propositions: 

1.  That  it  was  the  duty  of  the  master,  as  the  agent  of  the 
shipowner,  to  transport  the  merchandise  to  the  port  of  des- 
tination and  deliver  the  same  to  the  consignees  without  un- 
necessary delay,  unless  he  was  prevented  from  so  doing  by 
the  act  of  God,  the  public  enemy,  or  some  one  of  the  perils 
expressly  excepted  in  the  bill  of  lading;  and  that  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case  does  not  show  that  the  failure  to  transport 
and  deliver  the  consignment  was  occasioned  by  any  such 
causes. 

2.  That  the  ship,  when  she  sprung  aleak,  and  when  her 
sails  were  injured,  inasmuch  as  she  was  as  near  to  western 
ports  as  to  those  situated  to  the  eastward,  should  have  pro- 
ceeded to  some  one  of  the  former  for  repairs,  and  that  the 
circumstances  did  not  justify  the  master  in  putting  back  to 
an  eastern  port  for  that  purpose. 

8.  That  if  he  was  justified  in  putting  back  to  the  port  se- 
lected as  a  port  of  refuge,  that  his  subsequent  conduct  in 
respect  to  the  merchandise  shipped  by  the  libellants  was 
wholly  indefensible ;  that  he  had  no  right  to  leave  the  mer- 
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chandise  in  store,  enter  into  a  new  contract  of  affreightmeuty 
and  sail  with  a  new  cargo  for  a  distant  port;  that  he  was 
boond,  as  a  carrier  for  hire,  either  to  repair  his  own  vessel, 
reload  the  cargo  and  resume  and  complete  the  voyage,  as 
stipulated  in  the  bill  of  lading;  or,  if  the  necessary  repairs 
could  not  be  made  in  season  to  enable  him  to  fullil  his  con- 
tract to  transport  and  deliver  the  consignment  before  the 
fall  navigation  would  close,  then  it  was  his  duty  to  procure 
another  vessel  and  to  transship  the  merchandise  and  send  it 
forward  to  the  port  of  delivery  without  unnecessary  delay. 

Ail  of  these  propositions  are  controverted  by  the  appel- 
lants, and  they  contend  that  the  conduct  of  the  master  was 
in  all  respects  justifiable;  that  he  did  everything  which  he, 
as  such  carrier,  was  required  to  do  undef  the  contract  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  bill  of  lading,  and  that  the  libellants  have  no 
just  cause  of  complaint. 

Aside  from  the  merits  of  the  coBtroversy^  they  also  con- 
tend that  the  District  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case; 
and  as  that  is  a  preliminary  question  it  will  be  first  consid- 
ered before  examining  the  questions  more  immediately  in- 
volved in  the  pleadings.  No  such  question  is  directly  pre- 
sented in  the  pleadings,  and  none  such  was  raised  in  the 
court  below,  still  the  better  opinion  is  that  the  question  is 
open  to  the  appellants,  as  it  substantially  appears  that  the 
home  port  of  the  ship  is  Yarmouth,.  Nova  Scotia,  and  that 
both  the  libellants  and  elainuint  are  foreignersv  By  the  an- 
swer it  appears  that  the  claimant  is  a  resident  of  the  plaee 
where  the  ship  belongs,  and  the  libel  describes  the  consignees 
as  residents  of  Montreal,  in  Canada,  and  that  the  iron  was- 
shipped  at  Ardrossan,  in  Scotland. 

Undoubtedly  the  owner  of  the  cargo  has  a  lien,  by  the 
maritime  law,  upon  the  ship  for  the  safe  custody,  due  trans- 
port, and  right  delivery  of  the  same,  as  much  as  the  ship- 
owner has  upon  the  cargo  for  the  freight^  as  expressed  in  the 
maxim,  Le  hatel  est  obligi  h  la  marchandise  et  la  mnrthandise  an 
batel.  Subject  to  the  exception  that  the  lien  of  the  shipowner 
may  be  displaced  by  an  unconditional  delivery  of  the  goods 
VOL.  IX.  29 
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before  the  consignee  is  required  to  pay  the  freight,  or  by  an 
inconsistent  and  irreconcilable  provision  in  the  charter-party 
or  bill  of  lading,  the  rale  is  universal  as  understood  in  the 
decisions  of  the  Federal  courts,  thaf  the  ship  is  bound  to  the 
merchandise  and  the  merchandise  to  the  ship  for  the  per- 
formance on  the  part  of  the  shipper  and  shipowner  of  their 
respective  contracts. 

Shipowners  contract  for  the  safe  custody,  due  transport, 
and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo,  and  for  the  performance  of 
their  contract  the  ship,  her  apparel  and  furniture,  are  pledged 
in  each  particular  case,  and  the  shipper,  consignee,  or  owner 
of  the  cargo,  contracts  to  pay  the  freight  and  charges,  and 
to  the  fulfilment  of  their  contract  the  cargo  is  pledged  to  the 
ship,  and  those  obligations  are  reciprocal,  and  the  maritime 
law  creates  reciprocal  liens  for  their  enforcement.* 

Consequently  where  the  lien  or  privilege  is  created  by  the 
lex  loci  coniraciuSy  says  Judge  Story,  it  will  generally,  although 
not  universally,  be  respected  and  enforced  in  all  [ilaces  where 
the  property  is  found  or  where  the  right  can  be  beneficially 
enforced  by  the  lexforij^ 

Such  a  lien  is  regarded  as  being  in  eflTect  an  element  of 
the  original  contract,  but  in  controversies  wholly  of  foreign 
origin,  and  between  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  same  foreign 
country,  the  admiralty  courts  of  the  United  States  will  not, 
in  general,  entertain  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  maritime  lien 
or  privilege  in  favor  of  shipper  or  shipowner,  in  a  case  where 
the  libellant  would  not  be  entitled  to  such  a  remedy  in  the 
place  where  the  contract  was  made  or  where  the  cause  of 
action  set  forth  in  the  libel  accrued.^ 


*  The  Eddy,  5  Wallace,  498;  Dupont  v.  Vance,  19  Howard,  168;  The 
Bird  of  Paradise,  5  Wallace,  654 ;  AUager  v.  Dock  Co.,  14  Meeson  &  Wels- 
by,  798;  Foster  v.  Colby,  8  Hurlstone  &  Norman,  715. 

t  Story  on  the  Conflict  of  I/aws  (6th  ed.),  428;  8  Burgees  Commentaries, 
770,  779 

X  The  Infanta,  Abbott's  Admiralty,  267;  Whiston  v.  Stodder,  8  Martin's 
(Louisiana),  184;  The  Havana,  1  Sprague,  402;  The  Jerusalem,  2  Galison, 
191 ;  The  Kenneway,  Abbott's  Admiralty,  821 ;  Brig  Napoleon,  Olcot,  215; 
Brig  Nestor,  1  Sumner,  78;  New  Brig,  1  Story,  244;  Pope  v.  Nickerson, 
8  Id.  465^76. 
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Where  the  lien  exists  only  by  some  local  statute,  and  is 
not  given  by  the  maritime  law,  admiralty  courts  in  another 
jurisdiction  can  no  more  take  jurisdiction  of  a  case  not 
within  the  local  statute  than  the  courts  of  the  country  could 
do  where  the  cause  of  action  arose,  but  where  the  lien  is 
given  by  the  maritime  law  the  question  in  such  a  case,  in  the 
admiralty  courts  of  the  United  States,  is  not  one  of  jurisdic- 
tion but  of  comity,  as  the  jurisdiction  to  enforce  a  maritime 
lien  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  of  affreightment,  either 
original  or  appellate,  is,  beyond  controversy,  conferred  on 
all  the  Federal  courts  by  the  Judiciary  Act. 

Courts  of  justice,  and  text  writers,  everywhere  concede 
that  the  ship,  under  the  maritime  law,  is  bound  to  the  mer- 
chandise and  the  merchandise  to  the  ship,  independent  of 
any  local  usage  or  statute;  but  it  is  true,  as  suggested  by  the 
appellants,  that  such  a  lien  cannot  be  enforced  in  some  coun- 
tries, because  the  courts  of  admiralty,  which  alone  are  com- 
petent to  give  effect  to  the  same  by  a  proceeding  in  rem,  are 
not,  as  now  constituted,  invested  with  any  authority,  except 
to  a  very  limited  extent,  to  exercise  such  a  jurisdiction. 

Maritime  liens  are  of  little  or  no  value,  in  a  country  where 
there  are  no  appropriate  tribunals  for  their  enforcement,  as 
they  must  remain  dormant  and  unavailable,  but  the  denial 
of  such  jurisdiction  to  her  admiralty  courts,  by  one  country, 
whether  it  be  by  legislation  or  by  the  prohibitions  of  her 
common  law  courts,  cannot  have  the  effect  to  impair  or  di- 
minish the  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  of  the  admiralty  courts 
of  any  other  country,  if  they  are  legally  clothed  with  Jhe 
power  and  authority  to  enforce  such  remedies  for  the  breach 
of  a  maritime  contract.* 

Such  a  remedy  will  not  in  general  be  accorded,  in  our 
courts  of  admiralty,  to  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  a  foreign 
country  whose  courts  are  not  clothed  with  the  power  to  give 
the  same  remedy  in  similar  controversies  to  the  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  but  the  question  whether  they  will  do  so 
or  not  is  not  a  question  of  jurisdiction  in  any  case,  as  it  is 

«  The  Rebecca,  Ware,  190;  The  Phebe,  lb.  270;  Abbott  on  Shipping 
(ed.  1854),  167. 
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clear  they  may  do  so  if  they  see  fit,  and  in  some  cases  thej 
will  take  jurisdiction  to  prevent  loss  and  injastice,  especially 
if  no  objection  is  made  by  the  consul  of  the  nation  to  which 
the  vessel  belongs.* 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions  the  case  seems  to 
be  one  where  the  jurisdiction  may  be  sustained  without  diffi- 
culty, even  though  it  be  true  that  the  shipper  had  no  lien 
upon  the  ship  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  of 
shipment  was  made.  Appellants  contend  that  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  contract  was  made  gives  no  such  lien  to 
the  shipper  in  any  case,  but  there  is  very  respectable  author- 
ity for  a  diflTerent  opinion,  independent  of  the  usual  presump- 
tion that  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made 
is  the  same  as  that  of  the  forum  where  the  remedy  for  the 
breach  of  it  is  soughtf 

Maritime  law,  says  a  learned  commentator  upon  the  law 
of  Scotland,  partakes  more  of  the  character  of  international 
law  than  any  other  branch  of  jurisprudence;  and  he  adds, 
what  is  more  material  to  the  present  inquiry,  that  in  all  the 
discussions  respecting  the  same  in  the  courts  of  that  country 
the  continental  collections  and  treatises  on  the  subject  are 
received  as  authority  by  their  judges  where  not  unfitted  for 
adoption  there  by  any  peculiarity  which  their  practice  does 
not  recognize.  Reference  is  then  made  to  the  principal  con- 
tinental treatiRes,  usually  referred  to  here,  and  frequently 
recognized  by  this  court  as  the  sources  from  which  the  rules 
of  the  maritime  law  were  drawn.J 

Speaking  of  the  power  and  authority  of  the  master  of  the 
ship,  the  same  commentator  says  that  he.  may  hypothecate 
the  ship  for  the  supply  of  necessaries,  and,  as  a  last  resort, 
he  may  sell  the  ship  and  cargo  for  that  purpose.  Abroad  he 
has  full  authority  to  enter  into  a  charter  binding  the  owners 

*  The  Havana,  1  Sprague,  402;  The  Volunteer,  1  Sumner,  555;  The  Spar- 
tan, Ware,  145;  Harmer  «.  Bell,  22  English  Law  and  Squity,  72. ' 

t  Chase  v.  Insurance  Co.,  9  Allen,  811 ;  Leavenworth  v.  Brock  way,  2  Hill, 
201 ;  Story  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  2  687. 

X  Vandewater  v.  Milts,  19  Howard,  89;  1  Bell's  Commentaries  (6th  ed.), 
864 ;  Dupont  v.  Vance,  19  Howard,  168. 
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aud  the  ship,  and  he  cites  in  support  of  that  proposition  the 
continental  writers  usually  referred  to  as  authority  for  that 
well-known  rule  of  maritime  law.* 

Shipowners,  the  author  says,  have  a  lien  as  carriers  for 
the  security  of  the  freight,  and  that  the  shipper,  where  the 
goods  have  been  sold,  lost,  or  injured,  during  the  voyage, 
may  have  recourse  upon  the  property  of  the  vessel  as  a  guar- 
antee for  the  personal  obligation  of  the  shipowner.  He  ad- 
mits that  the  rule  last  mentioned  is  not  generally  followed 
in  England,  and  that  there  is  no  adjudged  case  to  that  effect 
in  the  courts  of  Scotland,  but  he  insists  there  is  in  their  juris- 
prudence no  reason  for  denying  the  privilege  given  in  such 
cases  by  the  maritime  law,  and  he  expresses  the  opinion  that 
such  a  remedy  would  be  sustained  in  their  courts.f 

Suppose,  however,  that  neither  of  the  preceding  proposi- 
tions are  correct,  still  it  is  clear  that  the  jurisdiction  in  this 
case  may  be  sustained  upon  another  ground.  Two  causes 
of  action  are  set  forth  in  the  libel,  and  before  entering  fur- 
ther into  the  discussion  of  the  question  of  jurisdiction  it  be- 
comes necessary  to  ascertain  what  they  are  and  where  they 
respectively  arose,  as  alleged  in  the  libel  and  as  shown  in 
the  evidence.  Obviously  the  first  cause  of  action  is  founded 
eolely  on  the  alleged  failure  of  the  shipowner  to  fulfil  the 
contract  of  affreightment  to  transport  the  iron  from  the  place 
of  shipment  to  the  port  of  destination,  and  to  deliver  the 
same  to  the  consignees. 

Non-delivery  of  the  merchandise  is  the  gravamen  of  the 
charge  set  forth  in  both  ai*ticles  of  the  libel,  but  the  libellants 
also  allege  that  the  master,  after  the  ship  departed  on  her 
voyage,  abandoned  the  same,  and  made  some  improper  dis- 
position of  the  shipment;  that  he  neglected  to  transport  and 
deliver  the  s^me,  and  that  he  entered  into  a  new  contract  of 
affreightment  with  another  party,  aud  that  the  ship  subse- 
quently sailed  for  the  port  of  Baltimore,  in  charge  of  another 
master,  not  having  the  iron  of  the  libellants  on  board. 

Subsequent  to  the  landing  and  storing  of  the  goods  the 
shipowner  discharged  the  master  and  appointed  another  in 

•  Dupont  o.  Vance,  19  Howard,  102.  f  Ibid.  440. 
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bis  place,  and  the  ship  took  another  cargo  on  board  and 
sailed  for  the  port  where  the  process  was  served  in  this  case, 
the  shipowner  claiming  the  right  so  to  do  upon  the  ground 
that  the  season  was  too  far  advanced  for  the  ship  to  proceed 
to  her  port  of  destination,  and  insisting  that  he  might  law- 
fully detain  the  shipment  until  spring,  in  order  that  the  ship 
might  complete  the  voyage  and  earn  full  freight. 

In  determining  the  question  of  jurisdiction  the  coart  must 
assume  that  the  several  propositions  submitted  by  the  libel- 
lants  in  respect  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy  are  correct. 
Assume  that  to  be  so,  then  it  follows  that  the  master  im» 
properly  put  back  for  repairs;  that  he  abandoned  the  voyage 
without  any  lawful  excuse ;  that  he  improperly  entered  into 
a  new  contract  of  affreightment,  subjecting  the  ship  to  new 
perils  and  to  a  new  lien,  and  that  she  had  proceeded  on  a 
distant  voyage,  leaving  the  consignment  of  the  libellants  at 
the  port  where  the  same  was  stored  at  the  time  the  iron  was 
landed  from  the  ship. 

Landed  and  stored  as  the  merchandise  was  in  Wales,  the 
question  is,  whether  the  refusal  of  the  master  either  to  trans- 
port the  goods  in  his  own  ship  or  to  transship  the  same  and 
send  the  shipment  forward  in  another  vessel,  and  the  subse- 
quent abandonment  of  the  voyage,  gave  the  shippers  and 
consignees  any  lien  on  the  ship  by  the  law  of  the  oouutrj 
where  those  wrongful  acts  of  the  master  took  place. 

Jurisdiction  is  possessed  by  the  Admiralty  Court  of  Eng- 
land ^^  over  any  claim  by  the  owner  or  consignee,  or  assignee 
of  any  bill  of  lading  of  any  goods  carried  into  any  port  in 
England  or  Wales  in  any  ship,  for  damage  done  to  the  goods 
or  any  part  thereof  by  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of,  or 
for  any  breach  of  duty  or  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  owner,  master,  or  crew  of  the  ship,  unless  it  is  shown  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  at  the  time  of  the  institu- 
tion of  the  cause  any  owner  or  part  owner  of  the  ship  is 
domiciled  in  England  or  Wales."* 

Prior  to  that  enactment  the  jurisdiction  thereby  conferred 

*  24  and  25  Victoria,  Pub.  Gen.  Stat,  1861,  ch.  10,  {  6,  p.  182;  Williantt 
&  Bruce,  Admiralty  Practice,  So. 
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could  not  have  been  exercised  by  that  coart,  apd  conse- 
quently the  extent  of  the  jurisdiction  depends  entirely  upon 
the  meaning  of  that  provision.  By  the  words  of  the  act  the 
jurisdiction  conferred  is  confined  to' the  case  of  goods  carried 
into  England  or  Wales,  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  claim 
must  be  made  by  the  owner  or  consignee,  or  by  the  assignee 
of  the  bill  of  lading,  but  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  case 
before  the  court  in  all  those  respects  comes  within  the  very 
words  of  the  enactment. 

As  construed  by  the  courts  of  that  country  the  intent  of 
the  act  is  to  give  a  remedy  to  the  owner  or  consignee  when- 
ever the  ship  arrives  in  a  British  port  and  the  cargo  is  not 
duly  delivered  in  consequence  of  a  breach  of  contract  or  duty 
on  the  part  of  the  owner,  master,  or  crew  of  the  ship;  and 
the  meaning  has  been  so  extended  by  construction  that  the 
admiralty  court  will  entertain  a  claim  for  short  delivery  of 
the  cargo,  or  a  case  where  the  goods  are  only  incidentally 
brought  into  a  port  in  England  or  Wales,  the  court  holding 
that  the  word  carried  is  not  used  in  the  sense  of  imported, 
but  that  it  includes. every  case  of  a  breach  of  contract  or 
duty  by  the  carrier  whenever  the  ship  arrives  in  a  British 
port.* 

Where  the  master  of  a  ship,  on  a  voyage  from  New  York 
with  cargo  consigned  to  Dunkirk,  put  into  a  port  in  England 
in  consequence  of  an  accident,  and  there  landed  the  cargo 
and  refused  either  to  give  delivery  of  it  there  or  to  carry  it 
on  to  its  destination,  the  court  held  that  there  was  a  clear 
breach  of  duty  over  which  it  had  jurisdiction.! 

Special  reference  is  made  by  the  appellants  to  the  case  of 
The  PaciJiCjX  as  showing  that  the  sixth  section  of  the  Admi- 
ralty Court  Act  gives  merely  a  conditional  right  to  sue  the 
ship,  that  it  does  not  create  a  maritime  lien ;  but  the  decision 
in  that  case  is  not  an  authority  for  the  proposition  as  applied 
to  the  case  before  the  court,  as  the  conclusion  would  be  in- 

*  The  Danzig,  Browning  &  Luahington,  102;  The  St.  Cloud,  lb.  14. 
t  The  Bahia,  Browning  &  Lushington,  61 ;  The  Norway,  lb.  227 ;  The 
Ironsides,  Lushington'a  Admiralty,  458. 
I  Browning  A  Lushington,  248. 
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eonsiBtent  with  what  the  same  learned  judge  decided  in  the 
ease  of  The  St,  Cloudy*  where  he  said  the  act  was  intended  to 
operate  by  enabling  the  party  aggrieved  to  arrest  the  ship  in 
cases  where,  from  the  a'bsence  of  the  shipowner  in  foreign 
parts,  the  common  law  tribunals  could  not  afibrd  efiectaal 
redress. 

Effectual  redress  in  such  a  case  cannot  be  afforded,  even 
in*an  admiralty  court,  without  authority  to  arrest  the  ship; 
and  wherever  that  authority  exists  the  proceeding  may  be  in 
renfiy  which  is  an  admiralty  proceeding,  founded  upon  a  lien ; 
and  it  makes  no  difference  whether  it  is  held  in  the  coarts 
of  the  particular  jurisdiction,  that  it  exists  by  maritime 
usage,  or  that  it  was  created  by  statute,  if  it  be  of  such  a 
character  that  it  is  recognized  in  our  cout*t8  as  a  maritime 
lien.  Extended  argument  upon  the  subject,  however,  seems 
to  be  unnecessary,  as  the  later  decisions  in  the  admiralty 
courts  of  that  country  have  disapproved  of  the  prior  de- 
cisions, and  adopted  a  more  liberal  construction  of  the  sixth 
section  of  the  actf 

Tested  by  these  suggestions  the  better  opinion  is  that  the 
sixth  section  of  that  act  does  give  a  maritime  lieu  in  a  case  like 
the  present;  but  suppose  it  is  otherwise,  that  it  merely  gives 
the  right  to  sue  the  ship,  still  the  concession  cannot  benefit 
the  appellants,  as  the  admiralty  courts  here  administer  the 
foreign  law,  and  the  consequence  is  that  the  filing  of  the 
libel  in  the  District  Court  here  secures  to  the  libellant  the 
same  lien  in  the  ship  as  if  the  libel  had  been  filed  in  his  be- 
half in  the  jurisdiction  where  the  wrongful  acts  set  forth  in 
the  libel  were  committed. 

Process  in  rem  is  founded  on  a  right  in  the  thing,  and  the 
object  of  the  process  is  to  obtain  the  thing  itself,  or  a  satia- 
faction  out  of  it,  tor  some  claim  resting  on  a  real  or  qu^ 
proprietary  right  in  it.  Unless,  therefore,  the  suit  in  rem  can 
be  prosecuted  in  the  jurisdiction  where  the  property  is  found 
it  cannot  be  prosecuted  at  all,  as  the  suit  cannot  be  main- 

*  Browning  ft  Lushington,  14. 

t  The  Nepoter,  Law  Bep.,  2  Adm.  &  Eccl.  876;  The  Beta,  Law  Bep.,  2 
Privy  Council  Cases,  447. 
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tained  without  service  of  process  upon  the  property  described 
iu  the  libel.* 

Process  having  been  duly  served  in  the  district  where  the 
ship  was  found  and  where  the  libel  was  filed,  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  District  Court  is  without  any  well-founded  legal  ob- 
jection. In  this  country,  says  Mr.  Pareons,  it  seems  to  be 
settled  that  bur  admiralty  courts  have  full  jurisdiction  over 
suits  between  foreigners,  if  the  subject-matter  of  the  contro- 
versy is  of  a  maritime  nature,  but  the  question  is  one  of 
discretion  in  everj"  case,  and  the  court  will  not  take  cogni- 
zance of  the  case  if  justice  would  be  as  well  done  by  remit- 
ting the  parties  to  their  home  forum.t 

Jurisdiction  being  established  it  becomes  necessary  to  ex- 
amine the  merits  and  to  state  our  conclusions  whether  the 
decree  from  which  the  appeal  was  taken  should  be  reversed 
or  affirmed. 

Grave  doubts  are  entertained  whether  the  master  was  jus- 
tified in  putting  back  for  repairs,  as  he  was  quite  as  near  to 
western  ports  as  to  those  situated  to  the  eastward,  and  the 
record  furnishes  no  reason  to  conclude  that  he  would  have 
encountered  any  greater  perils  or  difficulties  in  proceeding 
to  the  westward  than  he  did  in  putting  back  to  the  port  se- 
lected as  the  port  of  refuge ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  pursue 
that  inquiry,  as  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the  court  to  rest  the 
decision  upon  that  ground. 

Ships,  to  be  seaworthy,  ought  in  general  to  have  spare 
sails  where  the  voyage  is  a  long  one,  and  if  the  ship  in  this 
case  was  properly  furnished  in  that  behalf  the  conduct  of  the 
master  in  putting  back  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  the  pro- 
test is  quite  indefensible,  as  it  is  clear  that  he  might  have 
gone  forward  just  as  safely,  and  if  he  had  done  so  it  cannot 
be  doubted  that  he  might  have  gone  to  any  one  of  a  half- 

*  The  PropeUer  Commerce,  1  Black.  681 ;  The  Reindeer,  2  Wallace,  408; 
kelson  V.  Leland,  22  Howard,  48. 

t  2  Parsons  on  Shipping,  226 ;  The  Johannes  Chrisioph,  2  Spink,  98 ;  The 
Jerasalem,  2  Gallison,  191 ;  The  Aurora,  1  Wheaton,  96 ;  Taylor  v.  Carry], 
20  Howard,  611 ;  The  Gazelle,  1  Sprague,  878. 
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dozen  western  ports  where  he  could  have  repaired  his  ship 
in  ample  season  to  have  enabled  him  to  complete  the  voyage, 
deliver  the  cargo,  and  return  to  the  open  sea  without  the 
least  danger  of  any  obstruction  from  ice  in  the  river  naviga- 
tion. None  of  these  matters,  however,  were  much  urged 
by  the  appellees  at  the  argument,  and  they  are  accordingly 
passed  over  without  further  remark. 

Grant  that  the  conduct  of  the  master  in  putting  back  is 
without  objection,  and  that  he  was  justified  in  landing  and 
storing  the  goods  with  a  view  to  a  survey,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  repairing  the  ship,  the  question  then  is  whether  his 
subsequent  conduct  in  refusing,  after  the  repairs  were  fin- 
ished, to  complete  the  voyage  or  to  procure  another  vessel, 
transship  the  goods,  and  send  them  forward,  and  in  sailing 
for  another  and  a  distant  port  under  a  new  contract  of  af- 
freightment, leaving  the  goods  of  the  libellants  in  store, 
without  making  any  provision  for  their  transportation  and 
delivery,  constitutes  a  breach  of  the  contract  of  affreight- 
ment made  with  the  shippers  of  the  goods,  as  set  forth  in 
the  bill  of  lading. 

As  agent  of  the  owners  the  master  is  bound  to  carry  the 
goods  to  their  place  of  destination  in  his  own  ship,  unless  he 
is  prevented  from  so  doing  by  the  act  of  God,  the  public 
enemy,  or  by  the  act  of  the  shipper,  or  from  some  one  of  the 
perils  expressly  excepted  in  the  contract  of  shipment.  When 
the  vessel  is  wrecked,  or  otherwise  disabled  in  the  course  of 
the  voyage,  and  cannot  be  seasonably  repaired  to  perform 
the  voyage,  or  cannot  be  repaired  without  too  great  delay 
and  expense,  the  master  is  at  liberty  to  transship  the  goods 
and  send  them  forward  in  another  vessel,  so  as  to  earn  the 
whole  freight,  but  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  for  freight  if 
he  refuses  to  transship  the  goods,  unless  he  repairs  his  own 
vessel  within  a  reasonable  time  and  carries  them  on  to  the 
place  of  delivery. 

He  is  not  only  at  liberty,  in  case  of  such  a  disaster,  to  trans- 
ship the  goods  and  send  them  forward,  but  it  is  his  duty  to 
do  so,  if  he  cannot  repair  his  own  vessel  in  a  reasonable 
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time,  and  if  another  vessel  can  be  had  in  the  same  or  a  con- 
tiguous port,  or  at  one  within  a  reasonable  distance ;  and  in 
that  event  he  is  e^ititled  to  charge  the  goods  with  the  in- 
creased freight  arising  from  the  hire  of  the  vessel  so  pro- 
cured.* 

Shipments  are  made  that  the  goods  may  be  transported  to 
the  place  of  delivery,  and  the  master  should  always  bear  in 
mind  that  it  his  duty  to  accomplish  that  object.  Inexcusable 
delay  occurred  before  it  was  ascertained  what  repaira  were 
necessary,  and  before  the  work  was  actually  commenced. 
They  came  to  anchor  in  Milford  Haven  on  the  seventeenth 
of  September,  and  a  survey  was  called  on  the  following  day, 
but  the  master  was  dissatisfied  with  the  result,  and  on  the 
•  twenty-fifth  of  the  same  month  he  called  another,  so  that 
the  ship  did  not  arrive  at  the  port  where  the  repairs  were 
made  until  the  twenty-eighth  of  the  month,  ten  days  after 
her  arrival  at  Milford. 

Duties  remain  to  be  performed  by  the  master  or  the  owner, 
after  the  vessel  is  disabled.  His  obligation  of  safe  custody, 
due  transport,  and  right  delivery  still  continues  and  is  by  no 
means  discharged  or  lessened  while  it  appears  that  the  goods 
have  not  perished  in  the  disaster.f 

Nothing  will  excuse  the  carrier  under  such  circumstances 
but  the  causes  stipulated  in  the  bill  of  lading,  and  he  is  still 
bound  by  virtue  of  his  original  contract  to  use  his  utmost 
exertions  to  transport  or  send  forward  the  goods  to  the  port 
of  delivery.  Such  carriers  may  be  answerable  for  the  goods 
in  case  of  loss  or  injury,  even  though  no  actual  blame  can 
be  imputed  to  them;  and  after  the  loss  or  injury  is  estab- 
lished the  burden  lies  upon  the  respondent  to  show  that  it 
was  occasioned  by  one  of  the  perils  excepted  .in  the  contract 
of  shipment  or  bill  of  lading.;^ 

Diligence  and  promptitude  were  due  in  this  case  from  the 

*  Niagara  v.  Gordes,  21  Howard,  24. 

t  King  V.  Shepherd,  8  Story,  858 ;  Elliott  v.  TUmeWy  10  Johnson,  7 

I  Clark  V  Barnwell,  12  Howard,  272;  Rich  v.  Lambert,  Id.  847;  Chittj 

on  Carriers,  242;  Story  on  Bailment,  fj  528-629;  8  Kent,  218;  1  Smith's 

Leading  Cases,  818 ;  Smith  Mercantile  Law,  848. 
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master,  especially  if  he  believed  that  there  was  any  danger 
that  the  time  which  would  be  occupied  in  making  the  repairs 
would  render  it  impracticable  to  carry  forward  the  goods 
before  the  close  of  the  fall  navigation ;  and  if  he  was  of  the 
opinion,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  that  the  repairs 
could  not  be  completed  in  season  to  transport  the  goods  to 
the  port  of  delivery,  he  was  bound  to  procure  another  vessel, 
transship  the  goods,  and  forward  them  to  the  consignees. 

Much  testimony  was  introduced  by  the  appellants  to  show 
that  another  vessel  could  not  have  been  procured,  but  most 
of  it  is  not  of  a  character  to  apply  to  the  case  before  the 
court.  Bound  to  keep  safely,  duly  transport,  and  rightly 
deliver  the  goods,  it  is  no  defence  for  the  carrier  to  allege 
that  the  price  of  freight  at  that  time  was  higher  than  it  would 
have  been  earlier  in  the  season,  as  the  charge  for  the  in- 
creased price  would  have  fallen  upon  the  goods  and  not  upon 
the  appellants.  They  had  contracted  to  transport  the  goods, 
and  it  is  no  defence  to  a  suit  for  the  breach  of  the  contract 
that  the  rate  of  the  insurance  at  that  time  was  higher  than 
it  was  earlier  in  the  season.  Excuses  of  the  kind  constitute 
no  defence  to  such  an  action,  as  the  carrier  is  bound  to  per- 
form his  contract  unless  he  is  prevented  from  so  doing  by 
the  act  of  God,  the  public  enemy,  or  by  the  act  of  the  ship- 
per, or  from  some  other  cause  or  accident  expressly  excepted 
in  the  bill  of  lading  or  contract  of  shipment. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  the  appellants  were 
bound  to  transport  the  goods  in  their  own  vessel,  or  to  pro- 
cure another  and  send  them  forward  to  the  port  of  delivery. 
Opposed  to  this  view  is  the  suggestioti  that  they  were  not 
bound  to  transship  immediately,  as  they  had  the  right  to 
detain  the  goods  and  repair  their  own  vessel  for  that  pur- 
pose; but  the  decisive  answer  to  that  suggestion  is,  that 
they  had  no  right  to  detain  the  goods  for  any  such  purpose, 
unless  the  repairs  could  be  made  in  time  to  enable  the  ship 
to  transport  the  goods  to  the  port  of  delivery  before  the 
navigation  closed. 

Without  entering  into  the  details  of  the  evidence,  suffice 
it  to  say,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  another  vessel  might 
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have  been  procured  for  that  purpose,  and  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  master  to  have  transshipped  the  goods  unless 
he  could  repair  his  own  vessel  in  season  to  complete  the 
voyage.* 

Aside  from  that  proposition,  however,  the  court  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  repairs  were  finished  in  season  to  have  en- 
abled the  master  to  transport  the  goods  in  his  own  vessel, 
and  it  is  clear  that  he  was  bound  to  do  so  unless  he  was  pre- 
vented by  some  one  of  the  causes  expressed  in  the  bill  of 
lading.  Mere  fear  that  he  might  encounter  ice  in  the  voy- 
age, or  that  he  might  not  be  able  to  return  till  spring,  if  he 
transported  the  goods  to  the  port  of  delivery,  constitutes  no 
defence,  as  he  was  bound  by  his  contract  to  complete  the 
voyage  without  unnecessary  delay,  unless,  as  before  ex- 
plained, he  was  prevented  by  some  one  of  the  causes  ex- 
pressed in  the  bill  of  lading.  His  ship  was  fully  repaired  on 
the  third  of  November,  and  the  navigation  did  not  close 
until  the  fifteenth  of  December  following,  which  would  have 
given  him  ample  time  to  deliver  the  cargo  and  complete  the 
voyage.  Forty  days  would  have  been  a  long  voyage,  and 
probably  it  might  have  been  accomplished  in  thirty-five. 

Viewed  in  any  light,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  the  decree 

of  the  Circuit  Court  is  correct. 

Dbcrbe  .affirmed. 


Copblin  v.  Insuraj^ce  Company. 

1.  If  a  party  assuring  a  vessel  which  has  been  sunk,  gives  notice  that  he 
abandons  her^  as  for  a  total  loss,  when  by  the  terms  of  the  policy  he 
has  no  right  so  to  abandon,  the  company,  even  if  not  accepting  the 
abandonment,  will  nevertheless  make  itself  liable  as  for  a  total  loss,  if 
taking  possession  of  the  vessel  under  the  provisions  of  the  policy,  for 
the  purpose  of  raising,  repairing,  and  returning  her,  they  do  not  raise, 
repair,  and  return  in  a  reasonable  time.  Holding  the  vessel  for  an  un- 
reasonable time  is  a  constructive  acceptance  of  the  abandonment. 

*  Cannan  v.  Meaburn,  8  Moore,  141. 
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2.  This  is  so,  notwithstanding  there  is  a  provision  in  the  policy  that  the  acts 

of  the  insurers,  in  preserving,  securing,  or  saving  the  property  insured, 
in  case  of  danger  or  disaster,  should  not  be  considered  or  held  an  ac- 
ceptance of  abandonment.    The  provision  refers  only  to  authorized  acts. 

3.  When  a  court  (>elow  makes  a  special  finding,  this  court  will  not  go  into 

an  examination  of  the  evidence  on  which  it  was  founded  to  ascertain 
whether  or  not  it  was  right.  The  finding  is  equivalent  to  a  special 
verdict. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Missouri, 
in  which  court  Copelin  brought  suit  against  the  Phoenix 
Insurance  Company,  on  a  policy  of  insurance  for  $5000  on 
the  steamer  Benton,  vahied  in  the  policy  at  $45,000.  The 
policy  contained  these  stipulations : 

'*  In  case  of  loss,  the  party  insured  shall  use  every  practicable 
effort  for  the  Bafeguard  and  recovery  of  said  steamboat,  and  if 
recovered  cause  the  same  to  be  forthwith  repaired;  and  in  ease 
of  neglect  or  refusal,  on  the  part  of  the  assured,  to  adopt  prompt 
and  efficient  measures  for  the  safeguard  and  recovery  thereof, 
then  the  insurers  are  hereby  authorized  to  interpose  and  recover 
the  said  steamboat,  and  cause  the  same  to  be  repaired  for  ac- 
count of  the  assured,  to  the  charges  of  which  the  said  insurance 
company  will  contribute  in  proportion  as  the  sum  herein  assured 
bears  to  the  agreed  value  in  this  policy.  The  acts  of  the  assured 
or  assurers,  or  of  their  joint  or  respective  agents,  in  preserving, 
securing,  or  daving  the  property  insured  in  case  of  danger  or 
disaster,  shall  not  be  considered  or  held  to  be  a  waiver  or  accep- 
tance of  abandonment.'' 

The  cause  having  been  submitted  to  the  court  without  a 
jury,  the  court  found  that  the  boat  ir>sured  struck  a  snag, 
and  sunk  in  the  Missouri  River,  November  8d,  1865,  and 
that  the  injury  was  caused  by  one  of  the  perils  against 
which  the  company  had  insured ;  that  though  the  plaintiff 
bad  no  right  to  abandon  for  a  total  loss,  he  gave  notice  that 
he  did  so  abandon ;  but  the  defendants  did  not  accept  such 
abandonment;  that  they  did,  however,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  policy,  take  possession  of  the  vessel  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  and  repairing  her,  and  returning  her  to  the  plain- 
tiff; that  accoi'dingly  they  raised  the  boat,  proceeded  to 
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repair  her,  and  tendered  her  to  the  plaintiff,  at  the  home 
port,  on  the  9th  of  May,  1866,  more  than  six  months  after 
she  had  been  injured.  It  was  farther  found,  that  the  repairs 
and  tender  were  not  made  within  a  reasonable  time ;  that 
had  the  boat  been  tendered  earlier  in  the  season,  so  as  to  be 
used  for  the  spring  trade  on  the  river,  she  would  have  been 
worth  $5000  more  to  the  plaintiff;  that  when  she  was  ten- 
dered to  him,  the  repaira  made  were  not  sufficient  to  in- 
demnify him  for  the  injury  the  boat  had  sustained;  that  it 
would  have  required  an  expenditure  of  $5000  more  tp  have 
made  the  additional  repairs  necessary  to  complete  the  in- 
demnity; and  that  the  plaintiff  refused  to  receive  the  boat 
when  she  was  tendered  to  him,  but  did  not  point  out  the 
deficiencies  in  the  repairs.  It  was  still  further  found  that 
the  expense  of  raising  and  repairing  the  boat,  actually  in- 
curred by  the  defendants,  was  $12,150.62,  of  which  $1763.70 
was  the  cost  of  the  repairs  made;  that  the  boat,  as  tendered 
to  the  plaintiff,  was  worth  $12,000,  and  that  when  injured 
she  was  worth  $25,000.  Upon  the  facts  thus  found,  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
named  in  the  policy.  And  the  insurance  company  brought 
the  case  here. 

Mr.  J.  0.  Broadheady  for  the  Company  ^  plaintiff  in  error: 

If  there  was  no  right  to  abandon  as  for  a  total  loss,  and 
no  acceptance  of  abandonment,  the  question  becomes  simply 
one  of  damages  under  the  policy.  The  vessel,  when  ten- 
dered to  the  owner,  was  worth  $12,000.  It  would  have  taken 
$5000  to  put  her  in  complete  repair, — that  is  to  say,  to  make 
her  as  good  as  she  was  before  she  received  an  injury.  This 
would  make  $17,000.  But  the  underwriters  paid  $12,150.62, 
the  expense  of  raising  and  repairing  the  vessel ;  and  if  they 
are  now,  by  the  judgment  of  the  court,  required  to  pay,  in 
addition,  the  amount  of  the  policy,  $5000,  with  interest,  they 
pay  over  $17,000  to  the  owner;  in  other  words,  they  pay 
more  than  a  total  loss ;  so  that,  although  there  was  no  right 
to  abandon,  and  no  abandonment  accepted,  and  no  total 
loss,  the  insurer  is  held  liable  for  a  total  loss. 
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It  is  provided  bj  the  terras  of  the  policy  that  the  acts  of 
the  assarer  or  assurers,  or  their  agents,  in  preserving,  secur- 
ing, or  saving  the  property  insured,  in  case  of  damage  or 
disaster,  shall  not  be  considered  or  held  to  be  a  waiver  or 
acceptance  of  abandonment. 

The  expenses  for  raising  and  repairing  the  boat,  $12,150, 
were  paid  out  by  the  underwriters,  under  the  policy,  in  at- 
tempting to  rescue  the  boat,  *'  to  the  charges  of  which  the 
insurance  company  is  only  bound  to  contribute  in  propor- 
tion a3  the  sum  assured  bears  to  the  agreed  value  in  the 
policy," — that  is,  as  $5000  is  to  $45,000,  or  one-ninth  part 
of  those  expenses, — the  balance,  of  course,  to  be  paid  by  the 
boat;  and  the  insurance  company  may  make  the  expenses 
in  rescuing  the  boat  for  account  of  the  assured.  One-ninth 
of  $12,150  is  $1350,  leaving  $10,800  due  by  the  assured. 
If  from  this  is  deducted  $5000,  the  amount  necessary  to  put 
the  boat  into  complete  repair,  there  remains  $5800  due, 
which  is  more  than  the  amount  of  the  policy,  if  there  was 
no  abandonment,  no  total  loss. 

The  judgment  below  proceeds  on  an  idea,  that  although 
there  was  no  total  loss,  yet  the  insurance  company  has  ren- 
dered itself  liable  for  a  total  loss;  in  other  words,  that  there 
was  a  constructive  total  loss;  but  how  can  it  be  said  that 
there  is  a  constructive  total  loss  when  there  is  no  right  to 
abandon,  no  acceptance  of  abandonment,  and  of  course  no 
abandonment? 

If  the  assurer  has  failed,  after  saving  the  boat,  to  put  her 
in  complete  repair,  the  most  that  can  be  said  is  that  he  has 
failed  to  make  good  the  loss  to  the  assured,  and  that  is  all 
the  contract  requires  the  assurer  to  do. 

[The  learned  counsel  then  went  into  an  examination  of 
the  evidence  on  which  the  court  below  made  its  finding,  to 
show  that  it  was  the  fault  of  the  assured  that  the  boat  was 
not  repaired  and  tendered  to  him  in  a  reasonable  tinie.] 

Messrs,  Glover,  Shepley,  and  Banking  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  STRONG  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
Nothing  in  this  record  requires  us  to  look  beyond  the 
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special  finding  of  the  facts  made  by  the  court,  or  to  do  more 
than  determine  whether,  upon  the  facts  found,  the  plaintiff 
below  was  entitled  to  the  judgment  given. 

As  the  sum  insured  by  the  policy  was  not  greater  than 
the  sum  required  to  make  the  additional  repairs  necessary 
to  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  why,  in 
any  aspect  of  the  case,  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  judgment 
given.  The  defendants  complain,  however,  that  they  have 
been  held  liable  as  for  a  constructive  loss,  when  there  was 
no  right  to  abandon,  and  when  the  abandonment  of  which 
the  plaintiff  gave  notice  was  not  accepted.  Doubtless  had 
the  defendants  taken  possession  of  the  boat,  as  they  were 
authorized  to  do,  by  the  provisions  of  the  policy,  and  had 
they  raised,  completely  repaired,  and  returned  her  to  the 
plaintiff  in  a  reasonable  time,  they  could  not  have  been  held 
liable  for  a  total  loss.  It  is  an  established  fact  that  there 
was  no  right  to  abandon  when  they  did  take  possession  of 
the  vessel.  And  it  was  expressly  stipulated  in  the  policy, 
that  the  acts  of  the  assured,  or  insurers,  or  of  their  joint  or 
respective  agents,  in  preserving,  securing,  or  saving  the 
property  insured,  in  case  of  danger,  or  disaster,  should  not 
be  considered,  or  held  to  be,  a  waiver  or  acceptance  of  an 
abandonment.  It  is  well  settled,  however,  that  an  offered 
abandonment  may  be  accepted,  even  when  the  assured  has 
no  right  to  abandon,  and,  if  accepted,  it  must  be  with  its 
consequences. '  And  an  acceptance  need  not  be  expressly 
made.  It  may  even  be  refused,  and  yet  the  insurers,  by 
their  conduct,  may  make  themselves  liable  as  for  a  total 
loss.  Though,  by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  these  defendants 
bad  a  right  to  take  possession  of  the  boat,  and  repair  her  for 
account  of  the  plaintiff,  yet  this  was  a  privilege  accorded  to 
them  only,  that  they  might  thus  make  indemnity  for  the 
loss.  Taking  possession  to  make  partial  repairs,  not  amount- 
ing to  indemnity,  was  not  contemplated  by  the  contract.  It 
was  not  authorized.  Nor  did  the  contract  warrant  taking 
possession  of  the  boat,  and  holding  her  for  an  unreasonable 
time.  The  insurers  were  bound  to  repair  and  return  with- 
out unnecessary  delay.     In  holding  longer  than  was  necee- 
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Bary  for  making  repairs,  they  must  be  regarded  ae  acting, 
not  as  insurers,  but  as  owners,  for  they  had  no  other  author^ 
ity  than  that  of  owners  for  their  failure  to  return  within  a 
reasonable  time.  Their  action  was,  therefore,  a  substantial 
recognition  and  acceptance  of  the  abandonment  of  which 
they  had  been  notified,  for  in  no  other  way  had  they  become 
owners.  On  no  other  theory  can  this  delay  be  considered 
lawful.  It  is  true  the  policy  stipulated  that  the  acts  of  the 
insurers  in  preserving,  securing,  or  saving  the  property  in- 
sured in  case  of  danger,  or  disaster,  should  not  be  considered 
or  held  an  acceptance  of  abandonment,  but  this  manifestly 
refers  only  to  authorized  acts.  Retaining  possession  of  the 
boat  an  unreasonable  time,  and  then  ofiering  to  return  her 
unrepaired,  were  not  authorized  acts,  and  consequently  they 
are  unafiected  by  the  stipulation.  They  must  therefore.be 
regarded  as  constructive  acceptance  of  an  abandonment. 
This  is  a  principle  asserted  and  well  sustained  by  the  author- 
ities. In  Peele  v.  The  Suffolk  Inattrance  Company ^^  where  the 
jury  had  found  that  the  underwriters,  who  had  taken  pos- 
session of  the  stranded  vessel,  had  not  offered  to  restore  her 
in  a  reasonable  time,  the  court  said,  **  The  underwriter  has 
his  duties  as  well  as  his  rights.  If  he  take  the  vessel. into 
his  possession  to  repair  her,  he  must  do  it  as  expeditiously 
as  possible,  in  order  that  the  voyage,  if  not  completed,  may 
not  be  destroyed.  If  he  delay  the  repairs  beyond  a  reason- 
able time,  he  forfeits  his  right  to  return  the  ship,  and  mast 
be  considered  as  taking  her  to  himself  under  the  offer  to 
abandon."  The  principle,  said  the  court,  rests  upon  the 
very  nature  of  the  law  of  insurance,  which  is  a  fair  and 
honest  indemnity  for  loss.  The  same  doctrine  was  asserted 
in  Reynolds  v.  The  Ocean  Insurance  Company j^  and  it  was  also 
held  that  the  underwriter's  duty  and  liability  in  such  a  case, 
are  not  varied  by  a  clause  in  the  policy  of  insurance,  stipu- 
lating *'  that  the  acts  of  the  assurers  in  recovering,  saving, 
and  preserving  the  property  insured  in  case  of  disaster,  shall 
not  be  considered  an  acceptance  of  an  abandonment.''  Such 
also  was  the  ruling  in  a  case  between  the  same  parties,|  and 

•  7  Pickering,  264.  f  ^  Metcalf,  160.  I  22  Pickering,  191. 
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in  Norton  v.  The  Lexington  Fbre^  Lifey  and  Marine  Insurance 
Company.*    It  is  iu  our  judgment  sustained  by  sound  reason. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error,  however,  insist  that  the  doctrine 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  present  case,  because  the  court  be- 
low found  there  was  no  right,  under  the  facts  shown  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff*,  to  abandon  for  ap total  loss,  although  he 
gave  notice  that  he  did  so  abandon,  and  that  there  was  no 
acceptance  by  the  insurers  of  such  an  abandonment.  But 
this  must  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  other  facts 
found.  It  is  equally  a  fact  in  the  case,  that  the  defendants 
took  possession  of  the  boat,  repaired  her  very  insufficiently, 
and  after  having  held  her  an  unreasonable  time,  offered  to 
return  her.  The  legal  effect  of  this  we  have  seen.  Taking 
these  facts  together,  the  finding  that  the  defendants  did  not 
accept  the  abandonment  which  the  plaintiff  offered  at  a  time 
when  he  had  no  right  to  abandon,  means  no  more  than  that 
there  was  no  express  or  avowed  acceptance.  This  is  quite 
consistent  with  the  judgment,  that  by  their  failure  to  return 
the  boat  within  a  reasonable  time,  they  made  themselves 
liable  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  the  policy. 

We  cannot  follow  the  plaintiffs  in  error  into  an  exami- 
nation of  the  evidence,  in  order  to  inquire  whether  it  was 
not  the  fault  of  the  assured  that  the  boat  was  not  repaired 
and  tendered  to  him  in  a  reasonable  time.  Our  judgment 
is  necessarily,  founded  exclusively  upon  the  finding  of  facts 
by  the  court.  That  is  equivalent  to  a  special  verdict,  and 
upon  that  we  think  the  plaintiff  below  was  entitled  to  the 
judgment  which  he  obtained. 

JUDOHBNT  AFFIRMED. 
*  Id  IlUnoifl,  286. 
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L1ONBBR6BR  V.  BOUSB. 

1.  By  the  second  limitation  in  the  proTiso  to  the  4l8t  section  of  the  National 

banking  act,  which  enacts  that  the  tax  which  the  section  allows  the 
States  to  impose  on  the  shares  held  by  persons  in  the  said  banks,  **  shall 
not  exceed  the  rate  imposed  upon  the  shares  in  any  of  the  banks  organ- 
ised under  the  authority  of  the  State  where  such  association  is  located," 
Congress  meant  no  more  than  to  require  of  each  State,  as  a  condition  to 
the  exercise  of  the  power  to  tax  the  shar.es  in  National  banks,  that  it 
should,  as  far  as  it  had  the  capacity,  tax  in  like  manner  the  shares  of 
banks  of  issue  of  its  6wn  creation. 

2.  Accordingly,  where  a  State,  having  at  the  time  only  two  banks  of  issue 

and  circulation,  both  of  which  two  it  had  by  contract  with  them  dis- 
abled itself  from  taxing  beyond  a  certain  amount,  had  also  numerous 
banks  not  banks  of  issue,  having  a  far  greater  capital  than  the  two 
of  issue,  laid  a  tax  on  all  shares  of  stock  in  banks  and  incorporated 
companies  generally, — the  fact  that  it  could  not  collect  a  tax  past  a 
certain  amount  in  the  two  banks  of  issue  which  it  had  at  that  time,  was 
held  no  bar  to  the  collection  of  the  tax  on  the  shares  of  the  National 
banks  for  a  greater  amount. 

Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri,  the  case  being 
this: 

Prior  to  1857,  there  had  been  in  Missouri,  and  there  were 
in  the  State  at  that  time,  several  institutions  which — under 
the  name,  for  the  most  part,  of  savings  banks,  loan  institu- 
tions, saving  associations,  and  the  like,  though  sometimes 
with  the  title  of  banks  only — ^transacted  business  often  known 
as  "banking;"  that  is  to  say,  which  received  deposits,  lent 
money,  and  dealt  in  exchange;  but  which  had  not  the  privi- 
lege of  issuing  notes  to  circulate  as  money ;  not,  therefore, 
banks  of  issue,  ^ 

In  the  year  just  named,  1857,  the  State  established  ten 
banks,  which,  in  addition  to  the  powers  of  receiving  deposits, 
lending  money,  and  dealing  in  exchange,  had  also  the  power 
of  issuing  paper  money;  the  ordinary  banks  of  deposit,  dis- 
count, and  issue  or  circulation.  There  were  thus  in  the  State, 
"  banks  "  which  were  not  banks  of  issue,  and  banks  which 
were  banks  of  this  kind.  The  act  establishing  the  ten  banks 
of  issue  declared  that 
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"  Each  banking  company  (incorporated  nnder  it)  agrees  to  pay 
to  the  State  annaaliy  one  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  capital  stock 
paid  in  by  the  stockholders  other  than  the  State,  which  shall  be 
in  full  of  all  bonus  and  taxes  to  be  paid  to  the  State  by  the  re- 
spective banks/' 

And  an  act  amendatory  of  the  act  of  incorporation  provided 
that  this  one  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  capital  stock  should 
be  a  fall  compensation  for  all  taxes  of  every  kind  whatso- 
ever. 

In  1863,  these  ten  banks  of  discount,  deposit,  and  issue,  as 
also  numerous  other  banks  not  banks  of  issue,  but  banks  of 
the  sort  first  above  described,  being  in  existence,  Congress, 
by  act  of  25th  of  February,  of  that  year,  entitled  "An  act  to 
provide  for  a  National  currency,"  authorized  the  establish- 
ment of  National  banks;  giving  power  in  the  act  to  State 
banks  to  become  National  ones.  Under  this  act  of  Congress 
(the  State  legislature  also  authorizing  any  bank,  savings  in- 
stitution, savings  association,  or  other  corporation  having 
banking  powers  and  privileges  in  the  State,  under  the  laws 
thereof,  to  form  associations  for  the  purpose  of  doing  a  bank- 
ing business  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  25th, 
1863),  eight  of  the  already  mentioned  ten  banks  of  issue, 
and  which  had  the  privilege  while  State  banks  to  pay  the  one 
per  cent,  annually  in  lieu  of  all  taxes,  made  themselves  Na- 
tional banks.  Two,  however,  did  not  These  two  remained 
State  institutions  with  the  privilege  of  the  one  per  cent,  as 
before.  The  old  associations,  that  is  to  say,  the  banks  not 
of  issue,  all  of  which  had  charters  independently  of  the  act 
of  1857,  and  which  had  not  the  privilege  to  pay  one  per 
cent  in  lieu  of  all  other  taxes,  remained  State  institutions. 

In  this  state  of  things,  Congress,  on  the  3d  of  June,  1864, 
passed  an  act  regulating  the  right  of  States  to  tax  the  shares 
of  National  banks.     The  4l8t  section  of  this  act*  provided: 

"  That  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  all 
the  shares  in  any  of  the  said  associations,  held  by  any  person, 

*  18  Stat,  at  Large,  111. 
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from  being  iocladed  in  the  valaation  of  personal  property  of 
such  person  in  the  aBsesBment  of  taxes  imposed  by  or  under 
State  aathortty,  at  the  place  where  such  a  bank  is  located,  and 
not  elsewhere,  but  not  at  a  greater  rate  than  is  assessed  upon 
other  moneyed  capital  in  the  hands  of  individual  citicena  of 
such  State. 

^^  Provided  further^  that  the  tax  so  imposed,  under  the  laws  of 
any  State,  upon  the  shares  of  any  of  the  associations  authorised 
by  this  act,  shall  not  exceed  the  rate  imposed  upon  the  shares 
in  any  of  the  banks  organized  under  the  authority  of  the  State 
where  such  association  is  located." 

These  enactments^  Federal  and  State,  being  in  force,  the 
legislature  of  Missouri,  by  an  act  of  the  4th  February,  1864, 
concerning  revenue,  provided  that  ^^  shares  of  stock  in  banks 
and  other  incorporated  companies"  should  be  subject  to 
assessment  as  other  property.  The  statute  provided  the 
mode  of  assessment  as  follows : 

"  Persons  owning  shares  in  banks  and  other  incorporated 
companies,  taxable  by  law,  are  not  required  to  deliver  to  the 
assessor  a  list  thereof;  but  the  President  or  other  chief  officer 
of  such  corporation  shall  deliver  to  the  assessor  a  list  of  all 
shares  of  stock  held  therein,  and  the  names  of  the  persons  who 
hold  the  same. 

"  The  tax  assessed  on  shares  of  stock,  embraced  in  said  list, 
9hall  be  paid  by  the  corporations  respectively,  and  theyjmay  re- 
cover from  the  owners  of  such  shares  the  amount  so  paid  by 
them,  or  deduct  the  same  from  dividends  accruing  on  such 
shares." 

Under  this  act,  a  tax  of  nearly  two  per  cent,  was  levied 
by  the  State  on  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  shares  of  one 
Lionberger,  a  resident  of  St.  Louis,  and  a  shareholder  in 
the  Third  National  Bank  of  St.  Louis.  Payment  of  the  tax 
being  refused,  the  collector,  a  certain  Rouse,  collected  it 
forcibly.  Lionberger  thereupon  brought  suit  against  him^ 
in  one  of  the  State  courts,  for  the  alleged  wrongful  act; 
asserting  that  the  proviso  in  the  41st  section  of  the  act  of 
1864,  imposing  a  limitation  on  the  power  of  the  States,  had 
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reference  to  banks  of  issae  alone ;  that  the  State  had  dis- 
abled itself  by  its  contract  with  them  to  tax  that  sort  of 
bank  otherwise  than  it  had  contracted  for  (one  per  cent),  and 
that  the  assessment  and  collection,  if  made  under  color  of 
law,  were  without  any  legal  authority  whatever.  It  was  not 
denied  that  the  two  State  banks  of  issue  held  a  very  incon- 
siderable portion  of  the  banking  capital  of  the  State,  and 
that  the  shares  of  all  other  associations  in  the  State  (of  which 
there  were  many,  some  created  after  1867,  and  some  before), 
with  all  the  privileges  of  banking  except  the  power  to  emit 
bills,  were  taxed  like  the  shares  in  National  banks.  The 
court  in  which  the  suit  was  brought  decided  adversely  to 
the  position  set  up,  and  on  appeal  the  Supreme  iJourt  of  the 
State— observing  that  the  moneyed  associations,  saving  and 
banking  institutions  of  the  State,  were  banks  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  and  that  their  shareholders  were  taxed  at  the 
same  prescribed  rate  as  the  shareholders  in  the  National  in* 
stitutions — affirmed  the  decision.  The  case  was  now  brought 
here  for  review.  Many  shareholders  in  the  National  banks 
in  Missouri  had  also  refused  to  pay  the  tax  laid  under  the 
State  statute,  and  the  present  case  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
test  case  to  settle  its  validity;  more  than  $300,000  of  such 
taxes,  as  was  said,  being  dependent  on  the  judgment 

Messrs.  Evarts  and  Broadhead^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error: 

1.  We  assume,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri has  disabled  itself  by  contract  with  the  two  now  exist- 
ing State  banks  of  issue  from  laying  auy  tax  upon  them^  or 
upon  their  shares,  but  that  of  one  per  cent*  And  we  assume 
also,  that  no  taxation  by  the  State  upon  the  capital  of  the 
National  banks  can  be  at  present  made,  under  any  Federal 
legislation  existing,  nor  any  upon  the  shares  except  under 
the  permissive  and  restrictive  authority  of  the  41st  section 
of  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  3d,  1864.  f    How,  then,  can 

■—■■■-—-■-■  '  ■  ■■  ■-  — ^        ■-  ■-  ■■■■■■■■——       -...I—      ■■■■^  ■  ■■■■     ■  —  ^^^    ■■  ■■  ■■■»■,       ^  ■■■■■1^ 

*  Home  of  the  Friendless  v  Rouse,  S  Wallace,  430. 

f  Gordon  v.  The  Appeal  Court,  8  Howard,  138 ;  Van  Allen  v.  The  Asses- 
fors,  8  Wallace,  678 ;  People  v.  The  Commissioners,  4  Id.  244 ;  Bradley  «. 
The  People,  lb.  469. 
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the  tax  in  question,  even  admitting  it  to  be  a  tax  on  ehares, 
as  distinguished  from  one  on  capital,  be  justified?  The  fact 
that  certain  State  institutions — sometimes  called  banks,  and 
without  impropriety — are  subjected  to  the  same  rate  and 
method  of  taxation  as  are  applied  to  the  National  banks  is 
no  answer  to  our  question;  for  the  41st  section  provides,  as 
the  final  condition  to  the  validity  of  State  taxation  of  the 
shares  of  National  banks,  that  the  tax  so  imposed  '^  shall  not 
exceed  the  rate  imposed  upon  the  shares  in  any  of  the  banks 
organized  under  the  authority  of  the  State,"  where  the  Na- 
tional bank  is  located.    But, 

2.  The  tax  is  really  a  tax  on  the  capital  of  the  banks. 
The  shares  are  not  taxed  at  all.  The  shareholder  has  noth- 
ing, under  the  Missouri  statute,  to  do  with  the  matter.  He 
makes  no  return  of  his  shares.  It  is  *^  the  president  or  other 
chief  ofilcer  of  such  corporation  "  who  delivers  to  the  asses- 
sor the  list  of  all  the  shares  in  the  bank;  and  it  is  the  cor- 
poration which,  by  the  express  words  of  the  State  statute, 
pays  the  tax.  That  the  corporation  gets  it  afterwards,  as  it 
can  and  if  it  can,  does  not  change  the  case. 

Messrs.  Blair  and  Dickj  contra : 

1.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  has  decided  that  the 
two  institutions  organized  under  the  act  of  1857,  are  not  the 
only  ^'  banks "  in  the  State,  but  on  the  contrary,  that  the 
banking  institutions  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  State 
which  confer  banking  privileges  without  the  power  of  issuing 
paper,  are  banks;  and  this  is  in  harmony  with  the  ruling  of 
this  court  in  the  case  of  The  Bank  for  Savings  v.  The  ChUector^* 
which  says : 

'<  Banks,  in  the  commercial  sense,  are  of  three  kinds,  to  wit: 
Ist,  of  deposit ;  2d,  of  discoant ;  3d,  of  circulation ;  all  or  any 
of  these  functions  may  be  and  frequently  are  exercised  by  the 
same  association ;  but  there  are  still  banks  of  deposit,  without 
authority  to  make  discounts,  or  issue  a  circulating  medium." 

*  8  Wallace,  405,  512. 
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The  revenue  laws  of  Congress  also  recognize  banks  with- 
out circulation  as  *'  banks  "  for  the  purposes  of  taxation. 

The  meaning  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  State  statute, 
assumes  that  the  word  '^  banks  "  means,  always,  '^  banks  of 
issue,"  which  it  does  not  always  mean. 

2.  The  bank  is  made  by  the  State  statute  the  agent  of  each 
individual  shareholder,  and  acts  merely  as  such.  This  is  a 
convenience  to  him  as  also  to  the  State;  and  is  not  unlawful. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  has  received  the  careful  consideration  of  the 
court,  as  well  on  account  of  the  principle  involved,  as  of  the 
large  amount  of  money  dependent  on  the  decision  of  the 
suit. 

It  is  no  longer  an  open  question  in  this  court,  since  the  de» 
cision  in  the  case  of  Van  Allen  v.  The  AssessorSy*  that  the 
shareholders  in  a  National  bank  are  subject  to  State  taxation, 
although  the  entire  capital  of  the  bank  be  invested  in  the 
bonds  of  the  United  States,  which  cannot  be  taxed  by  State 
authority.  The  difficulties  which  have  arisen  since  that  de- 
cision do  not  relate  to  the  abstract  right  of  taxation,  but 
grow  out  of  the  supposed  conflict  of  State  legislation  with 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  on  the  subject.  The 
forty-first  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  8d  of  June,  1864,t 
placing  these  shares  within  the  reach  of  the  taxing  power  of 
the  States,  annexed  two  conditions  to  the  exercise  of  the 
power.  The  State  was  forbidden  to  tax  them  higher  than  it 
taxed  other  moneyed  capital  in  the  hands  of  its  own  citizens, 
or  to  impose  on  them  a  tax  exceeding  the  rate  imposed  upon 
the  shares  in  any  of  the  banks  organized  under  State  au- 
thority. If  there  was  no  discrimination  in  these  particulars 
the  State  could  lawfully  tax  shares  in  the  National  banks. 
It  is  conceded  the  tax  exacted  from  the  plaintiff  in  error  was 
not  greater  than  was  assessed  on  other  moneyed  capital  be- 
,  ^^l^Dging  to  individuals  or  corporations,  but  it  is  claimed  that 
it  is  higher^han  the  rate  paid  by  the  State  banks. 

*  8  WaUaoe,  678.  t  ^^  ^Ut.  at  Large,  111. 
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And  this  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  main  ques- 
tion in  the  case.     It  is  contended  that  the  tax  in  question  is 
invalid,  because  the  two  State  banks  chartered  in  1857,  which 
did  not,  like  the  remaining  eight,  become  National  banks, 
cannot  be  taxed  more  highly  than  one  per  cent.^  while  the 
assessment  of  the  shares  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  equals 
nearly  two  per  cent.    It  is  not  denied  that  these  two  banks 
hold  a  very  inconsiderable  portion  of  the  banking  capital  of 
the  State,  and  that  the  shares  of  all  other  associations  in  the 
State  (there  being  many),  with  all  the  privileges  of  banking 
except  the  power  to  emit  bills,  are  taxed  like  the  shares  in 
National  banks,  but  it  is  claimed  the  proviso  in  the  forty-first 
section  of  the  National  banking  act,  imposing  a  limitation 
on  the  power  of  the  States,  has  reference  alone  to  banks  qf 
issue.    To  ascertain  the  sense  in  which  the  word  bank  is 
used  in  the  proviso  to  this  section,  it  is  necessary  to  recur  to 
the  mischief  which  Congress  desired  to  guard  against.     The 
National  banks  were  established  to  provide  a  National  cur- 
rency, at  a  time  when  the  State  banks  furnished  the  entire 
paper  circulation  of  the  country.     In  providing  a  system  by 
which  the  States,  where  National  banks  were  located  and 
did  business,  could  tax  their  shares,  it  was  important,  as  their 
notes  came  in  competition  with  State  bank  paper,  that  there 
should  be  no  unfavorable  discrimination  against  them.    It 
was  easy  to  see  that  an  unfriendly  State  could  legislate  so  as 
to  drive  them  out  of  circulation,  and  this  consideration  in- 
duced Congress  to  limit  the  State  power  of  taxation  in  two 
particulars.     In  declaring  that  National  bank  shares  should 
be  taxed  like  other  moneyed  capital,  and  that  no  burdens 
should  be  imposed  on  them  from  which  State  banks  were 
exempt,  all  was  done  that  the  necessity  of  the  case  required. 
There  was  nothing  to  fear  from  banks  of  discount  and  de- 
posit merely,  for  in  no  event  could  they  work  any  displace- 
ment of  National   bank  circulation.    It  seems,  therefore, 
clear,  that  the  proviso  to  the  forty-first  section  was  meant  by 
Congress  to  apply  to  banks  of  issue.    It  is  proper  in  this 
connection  to  observe,  that  the  changed  condition  of  the 
banking  interests  of  the  country,  has  been  the  occasion  of 


Dec.  1869.]  Lionbbrgbr  v.  Roubb.  475 

Opinion  of  the  court. 

further  legislation  by  Congress  on  this  subject,  and  that  now 
the  power  of  State  taxation  over  the  shares  of  National 
banks  is  subject  only  to  the  restriction  that  the  taxation  shall 
not  be  at  a  greater  rate  than  is  assessed  upon  other  moneyed 
capital  in  the  hands  of  individual  citizens.* 

Having  determined  that  Congress,  in  imposing  conditions 
on  the  power  of  the  State  to  tax,  had  reference  to  banks  of 
circulation,  the  question  arises  whether  the  t«x  in  this  case 
was  invalid  because  of  the  status  of  the  two  banks  left  in 
Missouri.  Accorditig  to  the  words  of  the  law  the  tax  was  not 
warranted,  but  did  Congress  intend  that  the  law  should  have 
such  an  efiect?  Did  it  contemplate  that  the  shares  of  Na- 
tional banks  should  escape  taxation,  if  the  State  complied,  so 
far  as  it  had  the  ability  to  do  so,  with  the  requirements  of 
the  forty -first  section  of  the  National  Banking  Act?  In  our 
opinion  the  answers  to  these  inquiries  must  be  in  the  nega* 
tive.  It  is  a  universal  rule  in  the  exposition  of  statutes  that 
the  intent  of  the  law,  if  it  can  be  clearly  ascertained,  shall 
prevail  over  the  letter,  and  this  is  especially  true  where  the 
precise  words,  if  construed  in  their  ordinary  sense,  would 
lead  to  manifest  injustice.f 

It  is  very  clear  that  Congress,  in  conceding  to  the  States 
the  right  to  tax,  adopted  a  measure  which  it  was  supposed 
would  operate  to  restrain  them  from  legislating  adversely  to 
the  interests  of  the  National  banks.  The  measure  itself 
had  reference  to  prospective  legislation  by  the  States,  and 
its  object  was  accomplished  when  the  States  conformed,  as 
far  as  practicable,  their  revenue  systems  to  it.  Exact  con- 
formity was  required,  if  attainable,  but  the  law-making  power 
did  not  intend  such  an  absurd  thing,  as  that  the  power  of  the 
State  to  tax  should  depend  on  its  doing  an  act,  which  it  had 
obliged  itself  not  to  do.  It  was  well  known  at  the  time,  and 
Congress  must  be  supposed  to  have  legislated  on  this  sub- 
ject with  reference  to  it,  that  States,  by  contract  with  indi- 
viduals or  corporations,  could  grant  away  the  right  of  taxa- 

*  15  Stat,  at  Large,  p.  84. 

t  Dwarris  on  StatuteH,  chap.  12;  Perry  v.  Skinner,  2  Meeson  &  Welsby, 
477;  Stocker  V.  'Warner,  1  Commons'  Bench,  149. 
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tion,  and  that  this  power  had  been  frequently  exercised.  It 
was  equally  within  the  knowledge  of  Congress  that  the  policy 
on  this  subject  varied  in  difierent  States;  while  some  of  them 
retained  in  their  own  bauds  the  power  of  taxation  over  all 
species  of  property,  except  such  as  were  devoted  to  religious 
or  charitable  purposes,  others  had  parted  with  it  to  interests 
of  a  purely  business  character,  like  banks  and  railroads. 
Can  it  be  supposed  that  Congress,  in  this  condition  of  things 
in  the  country,  meant  to  confer  a  privilege  by  one  section  of 
a  law.  which  by  another  it  made  practically  unavailable  ?  If 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  be 
allowed,  then  a  State  so  unfortunate  as  to  have  a  single 
bank,  whose  shareholders  are  exempt  by  contract  from  tax- 
ation in  the  manner  provided  by  Congress,  can  derive  no 
benefit  from  the  power  given  to  tax  the  shares  of  National 
banks.  And  this  further  consequence  would  follow,  that  the 
8harcholdei*s  of  National  banks  located  in  one  State  would 
escape  all  taxation,  while  those  whose  property  was  invested 
in  banks  in  a  different  locality,  would  have  to  contribute 
their  full  share  of  the  public  burdens.  This  court  will  not 
impute  to  Congress  a  purpose  that  would  lead  to  such  mani- 
fest injustice,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  declaration  to 
that  eftect.  Without  pursuing  the  subject  further,  it  is 
enough  to  say,  in  our  opinion,  Congress  meant  no  more  by 
the  second  limitation  in  the  proviso  to  the  forty-first  section 
of  the  National  Banking  Act,  than  to  require  of  each  State, 
as  a  condition  to  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  tax  the  shares 
in  National  banks,  that  it  should,  as  far  as  it  had  the  capa- 
city, tax  in  like  manner  the  shares  of  banks  of  issue  of  its 
own  creation. 

Testing  the  case  in  hand  by  this  rule  it  is  apparent  that 
the  tax  complained  of  was  properly  assessed  and  collected. 
Missouri  has  complied,  so  far  as  it  had  the  ability  to  do  it, 
with  the  demands  of  the  law. 

The  legislature,  as  soon  as  the  National  banking  system 
was  created,  passed  a  law  enabling  the  ten  banks  of  issue  in 
the  State  to  wind  up  their  business,  in  order  that  their  share- 
holders could,  if  they  chose,  transfer  their  interests  to  the 
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new  system.  Eight  of  these  banks  availed  themselves  of 
the  privilege,  surrendered  their  charters  as  State  corpora- 
tions, and  became  National  bank  associations.  Two  of  them 
declined  the  proposition  tendered  by  the  State,  and  are  still 
doing  business  in  St.  Louis.  There  is  no  way  the  State 
could  compel  them  to  relinquish  their  charters,  nor  has  it 
the  power  to  tax  their  stockholders  on  their  shares  of  stock. 
Having  contracted  with  these  banks  to  accept  from  them 
annually,  in  Heu  of  all  taxes,  one  per  cent,  on  their  paid-in 
capital  stock,  it  cannot  turn  round  and  assess  a  tax  on  the 
shareholders.  As  the  State  did  all  that  it  could  to  conform 
its  legislation  to  the  requirements  of  the  law,  it  was  there- 
fore in  a  condition  to  impose  the  tax  in  question  on  the  shares 
of  stock  held  by  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

It  is  objected  that  the  mode  of  assessment  provided  by  the 
general  revenue  law  of  the  State,  is  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  8d,  1864,  as  it  re- 
quires the  tax  assessed  on  the  shares  of  stock,  to  be  paid  by 
the  corporations  respectively  instead  of  the  individual  share- 
holders. This  was  one  of  the  questions  in  the  case  of  the 
National  Bank  v.  Commonwealth^  decided  at  this  term,"*"  and  it 
was  there  held  that  this  mode  of  assessment  was  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  terms  of  the  law,  but  in  all  respects  unobjec- 
tionable. It  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  the  argument  presented 
in  that  case,  or  to  consider  the  point  further,  as  we  see  no 
reason  to  question  the  soundness  of  that  decision. 

JUDQMBNT  AFFIRMBD, 


Thb  City  r.  Lamson. 

1.  A  bolder  of  coupons  which  have  been  cut  off  from  the  bond  to  which 
they  were  originally  attached,  may  bring  suit  on  them,  if  they  repre- 
sent interest  already  due,  notwithstanding  he  be  no  longer  holder  of  the 
bond  to  which  they  belonged.  He  need  not,  if  he  declares  properly, 
produce  the  bond. 

*  Supra,  868. 
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2.  In  suing  on  the  coupons  in  such  case  it  is  proper  enough  to  recite  the 
bondn  in  such  general  way  as  explains  and  brings  into  view  the  relation 
which  the  coupons  originally  held  to  the  bonds,  and  in  some  respects 
still  hold. 

8.  The  suit  does  not  by  such  recital — that  is  to  say,  by  one  in  the  nature  of 
inducement  and  by  way  of  preamble  only — become  a  suit  upon  the  bond. 
It  is  still  a  suit  oh  the  coupons. 

4.  A  coupon,  if  of  the  ordinary  sort,  being  but  a  repetition,  as  respects  each 

six  months  or  other  stated  term,  of  the  contract  which  the  bond  itself 
makes  on  that  subject,  and  but  a  device  for  the  convenience  of  the 
holder,  a  suit  upon  it  is  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  unless 
the  time  prescribed  in  the  statute  be  sufficient  to  bar  also  suit  upon  the 
bond. 

5.  A  debt  for  a  specific  sum  contracted  by  a  city,  and  invalid  because  a 

statute  which  authorized  the  city  to  contract  a  debt  did  not  also  limit 
the  extent  of  it,  is  made  valid  by  a  subsequent  statute  recognizing  the 
validity  of  the  debt  as  contracted. 

6.  Where  bonds  issued  to  bond  fide  holders  for  value,  are  valid  by  the  judi- 

cial decisions  of  a  State  when  issued,  subsequent  decisions  in  the  same 
State  cannot  destroy  their  validity  in  such  hands.  Oelpcke  v.  Citjf  tff 
Dubuque  (I  Wallace,  175),  affirmed. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Wisconsin, 
the  case  being  thus : 

The  3d  section  of  the  11th  article  of  the  Constitution  of 
Wisconsin  ordains  that 

**  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  legislature  to  provide  for  the  or- 
ganization of  cities  and  incorporated  villages,  an^f  to  restrict  their 
power  of  borrowing  money,  contracting  debts,  and  loaning  their  credit, 
80  as  to  prevent  abuses  in  contracting  debts  by  such  municipal 
corporations." 

With  this  provision  in  force  as  fundamental  law,  the  legis- 
lature of  the  State,  on  the  2d  March,  1857,  by  an  act*  which 
amended  and  consolidated  the  several  acts  relating  to  the  city 
charter,  authorized  the  common  council  of  the  city  of  Keno- 
sha to  "borrow,  on  the  corporate  credit  of  the  city,  any  sum 
of  monoy,  for  any  term  of  time,  at  any  rate  of  interest^  and  pay- 
able at  any  place  deemed  expedient,  issuing  bonds  or  acrip 
therefor.*'     The  city  accordingly  did  borrow  $100,000  to  aid 

*  Chap.  188,  Private  Laws. 


Dec.  1869.]  Thb  City  v.  Lamson.  479 

Statement  of  the  case. 

iu  the  couBtriiction  of  the  Kenosha  and  Rockford  Railroad^ 
and  it  issued  bonds  in  sams  of  (500  and  (1000  each  for  pay- 
ment   They  were  headed, 

"  Issued  according  to  law  to  the  Kenosha  and  Rockford  Railroad 
Company y  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  their  railroad ;"  ' 

and  were  made  payable  twenty  years  from  date,  at  the  Peo- 
ple's Bank,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  with  interest,  at  the 
rate  of  ten  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  be  paid  semi-annually, 
npon  the  presentation  of  the  proper  coupons  for  said  interest. 
For  the  payment  of  the  bonds  and  interest,  the  faith  of  the 
city  was  declared  to  be  pledged.  The  bonds  were  certified 
by  the  mayor  and  city  clerk  to  have  been  issued  under  an  act 
of  the  legislature,  passed  March  2d,  1857,  giving  authority 
to  the  city  to  lend  its  credit,  for  the  sum  specified;  and  also, 
in  pursuance  of  a  vote  of  the  freeholders  of  the  city,  taken 
for  the  purpose  of  the  loan  of  the  $100,000  to  the  railroad 
company. 

Attached  to  each  bond  were  a  series  of  coupons,  like  those 
now  usually  attached  to  railroad  bonds,  for  the  semi-annual 
interest  as  it  should  become  due  in  each  year.  The  follow- 
ing was  the  form  of  those  on  the  bonds  for  $600 : 

^5.    The  city  of  Kenosha,  Wis.,  will  pay  to  the  bearer  twenty-five  dollars 

on  the  1st  day  of  September,  1860,  at  the  People's  Bank,  in  the  city  of  New 

York,  on  presentation  of  this  coupon,  being  the  interest  due  on  that  day  on 

the  bond  of  said  city,  numbered  1,  dated  this  1st  day  of  September,  1857. 

G.  H.  Paul, 

Mayor. 
H.  T.  West, 

Clerk. 

Subsequent  to  the  issue  of  the  bonds  the  name  of  ^^  The 
Kenosha  and  Rockford  Railroad  Company ''  Was  changed  to 
^*  The  Eenosha,  Rockford  and  Rock  Island  Railroad  Com- 
pany;" and  a  s£atute  of  1859  provided  that  ''the  common 
council  of  the  city  of  Eenosha  should  have  generally  the 
charge  and  control  of  all  interest  the  city  of  Kenosha  now 
haSy  or  may  hereafter  have  in  ttiat  railroad."  The  act  then 
provided  that  the  common  council  should  appoint  a  railroad 
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commissioner,  that  when  duly  appointed  he  should  be  ex 
officio  a  member  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  railroad; 
and  a  statute  of  1862  authorized  the  city  ^^  to  issue  new 
bonds,  in  exchange  for  the  bonds  and  scrip  heretofore  issued 
by  said  city,  on  railroad  account,  now  outstanding  and  un- 
redeemed, for  the  purpose  of  compromising  the  indebtedness 
of  said  city  on  such  terms  as  may  be  agreed  upon  between 
the  city  and  its  creditors." 

One  Lamson  having  one  hundred  and  seventy-two  cou- 
pons for  the  interest  due  on  the  bonds  in  1860  and  1861,  and 
unpaid,  brought  suit  against  the  city  to  recover  it  The 
declaration  recited  in  very  general  terms,  the  several  bonds 
to  which  the  coupons  that  the  plaintiff  held  had  been  origin^ 
ally  annexed,  setting  forth  that  these  bonds  themselves  had 
been  sold  and  disposed  of,  to  bond  fide  purchasers,  and  had 
since  passed  from  hand  to  hand  in  the  stock  market,  like 
other  negotiable  securities,  so  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
produce  them  to  the  court;  that  the  interest  had  accrued  on 
the  same;  that  the  city  had  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  it 
at  the  time  and  place  designated ;  and  that  the  interest  and 
coupons  were  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  brought 
the  coupons  into  court  to  be  cancelled. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  1st,  nil  debet;  2d,  that  the  several 
supposed  causes  of  action  had  not  accrued  to  the  plaintiff 
within  six  years  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit;  the 
statute  of  limitations.  The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  first 
plea,  and  demurred  to  the  second,  which  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained. 

From  the  bill  of  exceptions,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
gave  in  evidence  the  one  hundred  and  seventy-two  coupons, 
his  doing  which  was  objected  to,  but  that  the  objection  was 
overruled.  It  was  admitted  that  all  the  coupons,  with  the 
exception  of  four,  which  were  annexed  to  a  bond  produced, 
were  coupons  of  different  bonds  of  the  same  issue,  but  the 
bonds  were  not  given  in  evidence.  It  was  admitted  also 
that  more  than  six  years  had  elapsed  since  the  interest  ac- 
crued on  them. 

After  the  plaintiff  rested,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant 
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prajed  the  coart  to  charge  the  jury,  Ist,  that  the  bonds  de- 
clared on,  as  well  as  the  coupoDs,  should  have  been  pro- 
duced, in  order  to  sustain  the  declaration  under  the  issue; 
and  2d,  that  the  city  of  Kenosha  had  no  authority  to  issue 
the  bonds.    Both  prayers  were  refused. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff' on  the  firet  issue 
to  the  amount  of  the  several  coupons,  and  judgment  having 
been  given  accordingly  the  city  brought  the  case  here. 

Mr.  Gary  for  the  city  of  Kenosha^  plaintiff  in  error: 

1.  If  the  declaration  was  upon  the  coupons,  the  plea  of 
actio  non  accrevit  infra  sex  annos  should  have  been  sustained 
and  the  plaintiff^^s  demurrer  thereto  overruled,  for  all  the 
coupons  recovered  upon  were  more  than  six  years  past  due. 
If  the  declaration  counts  upon  the  bonds,  then  the  plea  of 
nil  debet  not  having  been  demurred  to  put  in  issue  every  fact 
necessary  to  the  plaintift'^s  recovery,  and  required  them  to  be 
proved.  Certainly  no  recovery  could  be  had  upon  the  bonds 
without  producing  them,  when  they  were  counted  upon  as 
the  cause  of  action  and  their  existence  denied  by  the  plea. 
There  was  no  proof  that  any  such  bonds  had  ever  been 
made. 

2.  The  only  pretence  of  authority  in  the  city  to  issue 
these  bonds,  rests  in  an  act  which  is  in  plain  repugnance  to 
the  constitution  of  the  State.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  a 
more  absolute  grant  of  power,  or  one  that  would  more  com- 
pletely subject  the  whole  property  of  the  city  to  the  wild 
and  reckless  schemes  of  the  city  council,  for  fancied  improve- 
ments, than  that  act  gives.  It  would  be  the  duty  of  this 
court,  under  any  circumstances,  to  hold  the  act  unconstitu- 
tional and  void.  But  the  act  has  already  been  declared  void 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin,*  which  is 
the  proper  tribunal  to  determine  its  validity  under  the  con- 
stitution of  Wisconsin,  and  the  decision  of  that  court  on  thij* 
question,  is  conclusive  upon  this  court. 

Messrs.  Curpcnter  and  Lynde^  contra. 

*  Foster  v,  Kenosba,  12  Wisconsin,  61((. 
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Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

We  agree  that  if  this  were  an  action  upon  the  bonds  to 
recover  instalments  of  interest  that  had  accrued  thereon,  al- 
though such  instalments  had  been  duly  assigned  to  the  plain- 
tiiF,  there  would  be  great  difficulty  in  maintaining  it  in  his 
name,  as  well  as  without  producing  the  bonds,  as  the  proper 
evidence  that  interest  was  due.  The  plaintiff,  under  such 
circumstances,  doubtless,  would  have  a  remedy  for  withhold- 
ing the  interest;  but  it  is  not  necessary  or  material  to  stop 
and  point  it  out  in  the  present  case;  for  we  do  not  regard 
the  action  as  founded  upon  the  bonds,  but  upon  the  coupons. 
The  bonds  are  recited  in  very  general  terms,  it  is  true,  in 
the  declaration;  but,  it  is  by  way  of  explaining  and  bringing 
into  view  the  relation  which  the  coupons  originally  held  to 
the  bonds;  and  which,  in  an  important  sense,  they  still  hold, 
though  distinct  as  it  respects  ownership,  as  they  represent 
the  interest  that  had  become  due. upon  them.  The  relation 
we  refer  to  is,  that  these  coupons  are  not  received,  or  in- 
tended to  have  the  effect  of  extinguishing  the  interest  due 
on'the  bonds;  as  this  collateral  security,  or  rather,  this  evi- 
dence of  the  interest,  upon  well-settled  principles,  cannot 
have  that  effect  without  an  express  agreement  between  the 
parties.  Besides,  the  coupons  are  given,  simply  as  a  conve- 
nient mode  of  obtaining  payment  of  the  interest  as  it  be- 
comes due  upon  the  bonds.  There  is  no  extinguishment 
till  payment. 

The  recital  is  by  way  of  inducement,  as  is  familiar  to  spe- 
cial pleaders  at  common  law,  which  Mr.  Chitty  says  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  preamble,  stating  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  contract  was  made,  or  to  which  the  consideration  has 
reference.*  The  office  of  an  inducement  is  explanatory,  and 
does  not,  in  general,  require  exact  certainty.  Thus,  says  Mr. 
Chitty,  when  an  agreement  with  a  third  person  is  stated 
only  as  an  inducement  to  the  defendant's  promise,  which  is 
the  principal  cause  of  action,  it  is  considered,  in  general, 
sufficient  to  state  such  agreement  without  certainty  of  name, 


•  1  ChiUy  on  Pleading,  290. 
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place,  or  persou,*  and  where  the  matter  is  unnecessarilj 
stated  by  way  of  inducement,  and  might  be  struck  out  as 
surplusage^  and,  as  we  shall  show  hereafter,  may  be  said  of 
that  in  the  present  case,  the  failure  to  make  proof  of  the 
statement  is  not  material. 

The  action,  then,  being  founded  upon  the  coupons,  the 
material  question  arising  on  this  branch  of  the  case  is  whe- 
ther or  not  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  constitutes 
a  good  defence.  It  is  admitted  that  more  than  six  years 
have  elapsed  since  the  interest  accrued  on  the  coupons,  and, 
if  barred  by  this  lapse  of  time,  the  defence  is  complete,  and 
the  court  below  erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer. 

As  we  have  seen,  the  coupons  were  made  contempora- 
neously by  the  city  with  the  bonds  for  the  accruing  interest 
thereon.  This  appears  on  their  face.  The  city  of  Kenosha, 
on  the  first  September,  Ac,  will  pay  twenty-five  dollars  at 
the  People's  Bank,  &c.,  on  presentation  of  this  coupon,  being 
the  interest  due  that  day  on  the  bond  of  said  city,  numbered 
one,  dated  1st  September,  1857,  which  bond  itself  contains 
a  covenant  for  the  same  interest.  The  coupon  is  not  an  in- 
dependent instrument,  like  a  promissory  note  for  a  sum  of 
money,  but  is  given  for  interest  thereafter  to  become  due 
upon  the  bond,  which  interest  is  parcel  of  the  bond,  and  par- 
takes of  its  nature;  and  the  bond,  being  of  a  higher  security 
than  a  simple  contract  debt,  is  not  barred  by  lapse  of  time 
short  of  twenty  years;  and,  as  we  have  seen,  this  contempo- 
raneous coupon  does  not  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of 
the  interest,  unless  there  has  been  an  express  agreement  to 
that  effect.  These  coupons  are,  substantially,  but  copies 
from  the  body  of  the  bond  in  respect  to  the  interest,  and,  as 
is  well  known,  are  given  to  the  holder  of  the  bond  for  the 
purpose,  first,  of  enabling  him  to  collect  the  interest  at  the 
time  and  place  mentioned  without  the  trouble  of  presenting 
the  bond  every  time  it  becomes  due;  and,  second,  to  enable 
the  holder  to  realize  the  interest  due,  or  to  become  due,  by 
negotiating  the  coupons  to  the  bearer  in  business  transac- 

*  1  Chitty  on  Pleading,  291. 
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tions,  on  whom  the  duty  of  collecting  them  devolves.  This 
device  affords  great  convenience  to  all  persons  dealing  in 
these  securities,  especially  to  the  holdera  in  foreign  countries, 
who  otherwise  would  be  obliged  to  forward  the  bond  to  the 
place  of  payment  of  the  interest  each  time  it  became  due,  or 
trust  them  to  the  hands  of  their  correspondents  in  the  coun- 
try where  the  payment  is  made. 

This  convenience  in  the  collection  by  the  use  of  coupons, 
as  is  apparent,  very  much  facilitates  the  negotiation  of  these 
securities  abroad,  and  enhances  their  value  in  the  foreign 
market.  And  any  decision  that  would  have  the  effect  to 
lessen  or  impair  the  higher  security  for  the  interest  as  found 
in  the  bond,  by  the  use  of  these  coupons,  would  necessarily, 
to  that  extent,  defeat  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  de- 
signed. As  we  have  seen,  there  is  nothing  in  the  contract 
between  the  parties  that  would  lead  to  the  conclusion  the 
nature  or  character  of  the  security  by  the  bond  for  the  in- 
terest was  to  be  changed  or  lessened  by  the  issue  of  the  cou- 
pons, but  the  contrary;  for  if  any  such  change  had  been 
intended,  it  should  have  been  in  some  way  indicated  in  the 
body  of  them.  There  was  but  one  contract,  and  that  evi- 
denced by  the  bond,  which  covenanted  to  pay  the  bearer  five 
hundred  dollars  in  twenty  years,  with  semi-annual  interest 
at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent,  per  annum.  The  bearer  has  the 
same  security  for  the  interest  that  he  has  for  the  principal. 
The  coupon  is  simply  a  mode  agreed  on  between  the  parties 
for  the  convenience  of  the  holder  in  collecting  the  interest 
as  it  becomes  due.  Their  great  convenience  and  use  in  the 
interests  of  business  and  commerce  should  commend  them 
to  the  most  favorable  view  of  the  court;  but,  even  without 
this  consideration,  looking  at  their  terms,  and  in  connection 
with  the  bond,  of  which  they  are  a  part,  and  which  is  re- 
ferred to  on  their  face,  in  our  judgment  it  would  be  a  depar- 
ture from  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  issued,  and  from 
the  intent  of  the  parties,  to  hold,  when  they  are  cut  off  from 
the  bond  for  collection,  that  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
security  changes,  and  becomes  a  simple  contract  debt,  in- 
stead of  partaking  of  the  nature  of  the  higher  security  of 
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the  bond,  which  exists  for  the  same  indebtedness.  Our  con- 
clusion is,  that  the  cause  of  action  is  not  barred  by  lapse  of 
time  short  of  twenty  years.  Recurring  again  to  the  decla- 
ration, we  have  said  that  the  preamble,  or  inducement,  was 
unnecessary,  and  might  well  be  rejected  as  surplusage.  As 
we  have  seen,  it  recites,  in  very  general  terms,  the  bonds  to 
which  the  several  coupons  in  suit  were  annexed.  Now,  each 
coupon  itself  contains  substantially,  on  its  face,  all  this  in- 
formation. It  is  issued  for  interest  due  at  a  certain  daj'  and 
place  on  a  bond,  giving  its  number  and  date.  Another  form 
adds  the  amount,  but  this  is  unimportant,  as  the  bond  is 
sufficiently  identified  without  it.  The  production  of  the 
coupon,  therefore,  at  the  trial,  will  show  the  relation  it  bears 
to  the  bond,  and,  if  our  opinion  is  sound,  that  in  this  con- 
nection it  cannot  be  legally  severed  from  it  till  the  interest 
is  paid,  a  count  upon  the  coupon  is  all  that  can  be  material. 

The  only  remaining  question  in  the  case  is  as  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  city  of  Kenosha  to  issue  bonds  to  which  the 
coupons  were  annexed. 

The  act  of  1857  of  the  legislature  which  amends  and  con- 
solidates the  several  acts  relating  to  the  charter  of  the  city, 
confers  full  authority  upon  the'  common  council  to  borrow 
on  the  corporate  credit  of  the  city  any  sum  of  money  for  any 
term  of  time,  at  any  rate  of  interest,  and  payable  at  any 
place  deemed  expedient,  issuing  bonds  or  scrip  therefor.  It 
is  admitted  this  authority  would  be  sufficient,  but  it  is  in- 
sisted that  the  statute  exceeds  the  authority  of  the  legisla- 
ture under  the  third  section  of  the  eleventh  article  of  the 
State  constitution,  which,  it  is  asserted,  requires  the  legisla- 
ture to  limit  or  restrict  the  amount  of  money  to  be  raised  by 
the  city.  Without  inquiry  into  this  question,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say  that,  after  the  city  had'  passed  the  ordinance  lending 
its  credit  to  the  railroad  company  to  the  amount  of  $100,000, 
the  legislature  ratified  it  This  was  equivalent  to  an  original 
limit  of  this  amount. 

It  is  urged  also  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin  has 
held  that  the  act  of  the  legislature  conferring  authority  upon 
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the  city  to  lend  its  credit^  and  issne  the  bonds  in  qaestion, 
was  in  violation  of  the  provision  of  the  constitution  above 
referred  to.  But,  at  the  time  this  loan  was  made,  and  these 
bonds  were  issued,  the  decisions  of  the  court  of  the  State 
favored  the  validity  of  the  law.*  The  last  decision,  cannot, 
therefore,  be  folio  wed.  f 

JUDQMBNT   AFVIRMED. 


Dissenting,  Mr.  Justice  MILLER. 


Inolb  v.  Jones. 

1.  Although  by  the  statutes  of  Maryland  which  are  in  force  in  that  part  of  the 

District  of  Columbia  which  makes  the  county  of  Washinfi^on,  judgment 
against  an  administrator  for  hie  testator's  debts  should  be  entered  only 
for  assets  as  they  shall  come  into  his  hands,  still,  a  judgment  in  the  or- 
dinary form  will  not  prevent  the  creditors  filing  a  bill  to  charge  the 
realty  where  the  record  shows  that  after  such  judgment  the  auditor  of 
the  court  has,  in  pursuance  of  a  reference  by  the  court  to  him,  found  the 
personalty  insufficient  to  pay  the  debt,  and  that  recourse  must  be  had  to 
such  realty. 

2.  The  law  governing  there,  makes  the  proceeding  against  the  administnitor 

and  the  heir,  when  the  latter  proceeding  is  necessary,  entirely  inde- 
pendent of  each  other.  If  it  be  necessary  to  resort  to  the  realty  to  dis- 
charge debts,  a  proceeding  against  the  heir  must  be  instituted,  and  in 
that  case,  whatever  has  been  done  by  the  administrator  is  without 
efiect,  as  to  the  property  sought  to  be  charged.  A  judgment  against  the 
administrator  is  not  evidence  against  the  heir,  and  the  demand  roust  be 
proved  in  all  respects  as  if  there  had  been  no  prior  proceeding  to  effect 
its  collection. 
8.  When  a  will  imposes  on  an  executor,  who  is  named,  duties  foreign  to  those 
which  come  within  the  scope  of  an  executor's  ordinary  functions,  such 
powers  do  not  pass  to  an  administrator  unless  it  bo  clear  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  testator  to  make  him  a  donee  of  the  power. 

4.  A  mere  administrator,  not  the  donee  of  such  a  power,  cannot  plead  the 

statute  of  limitations  to  defeat  a  suit  brought  on  a  judgment,  by  a  cred- 
itor seeking  to  charge  the  realty*  with  his  debt. 

5.  The  three  months  allowed  by  the  69th  of  the  Rules  in  Equity,  for  the 

*  See  Dean  v.  Madison,  7  Wisconsin,  688 ;  Clark  v.  Janesville,  10  Id. 
186.— Rxp. 
t  Oelpcke  v.  Dubuque,  1  Wallace,  175. 
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taking  of  testimony,  has  reference  to  the  taking  of  testimony  by  both 
parties ;  defendants  as  much  as  complainants.  It  is  for  the  court  be- 
low to  decide  whether  further  time  shall  be  given  or  refused,  and  ordi- 
narily the  determination  of  the  question  would  not  be  deemed  a  fit 
subject  for  review  by  this  tribunal,  though  oases  may  occur  of  so  flagrant 
a  character  that  it  would  be  its  duty  to  interpose. 

6.  It  refused  to  interpose,  though  the  court  below  had  been  prompt  in  setting 

down  a  case  for  hearing,  the  case  having  been  one  by  a  complainant 
having  a  pretty  plain  right,  from  the  enjoyment  of  which  he  was  kept 
by  a  defendant  in  possession,  who  had  been  contesting  the  case  for  eigh- 
teen years  with  great  pertinacity,  and  with  the  interposition  of  all  kinds 
of  technical  objections. 

7.  The  necessity  of  an  order  for  the  sale  of  real  property  to  pay  debts  being 

clear,  the  court  may  direct  an  ascertainment  of  the  tohoU  amount  of  the 
testator's  liabilities  when  the  sale  is  confirmed.  It  is  not  indispensable 
that  such  ascertainment  have  been  made  before  the  sale  was  ordered. 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia; the  case  being  this : 

Bj  certain  ancient  statutes  of  Maryland,  in  force  within 
the  District,*  it  is  enacted  that  in  suits  against  an  adminis- 
trator he  need  not  plead  plene  administravily  nor  anything 
relative  to  assets;  and  that  he  shall  not  be  burdened  further 
than  these  have  come  to  his  hands ;  but  that  after  verdict 
against  the  administrator,  the  court  shall  assess  the  pro  rata 
which  he  ought  to  pay;  and  to  do  this  the  court  is  authorized 
'^  when  the  real  debt  or  damages  are  ascertained  (meaning 
by  verdict  or  confession)  to  refer  the  matter  to  an  auditor, 
to  ascertain  the  sum  for  which  jxidgmeni  shall  be  given."  In 
case  the  judgment  shall  be  for  a  sum  inferior  to  the  real 
debt,  it  shall  go  on  and  say,  "  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
such  further  sum  as  the  court  shall  hereafter  assess  on  dis- 
covery of  further  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant'' 

These  statutes  being  in  force — and  the  69th  of  the  Equity 
Bules  set  forth  by  this  court  for  the  governance  of  courts 
below  in  equity  causes,  prescribing  that  ^^  three  months,  and 
no  more,  shall  be  allowed  for  the  taking  of  testimony  after 
the  cause  is  at  issue,  uuless  the  court  or  a  judge  thereof 
shall,  upon  special  cause  shown  by  either  party,  enlarge  the 

*  Act  of  1786,  chapter  80,  g  i ;  act  of  1798,  chapter  101,  subchapters  7,  8, 

«•  •         •• •      • 
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time'* — Zephaniah  Jones,  a  builder,  entered  in  1851  into  a 
contract  with  Miss  Ann  K.  Derniott  for  building  her  a  large 
house  in  Washington;  she  agreeing  to  pay  him  $24,000  for 
his  work;  parts  of  the  sum  to  be  paid  as  the  building  ad- 
vanced. The  house  was  so  far  built  as  to  be  ready  for  de- 
livery in  May,  1852,  and  it  was  delivered  to  Miss  Dermott 
accordingly;  its  yearly  rental  being  subsequently  estimated 
at  from  $7000  to  $8000.  Before  the  completion  of  things  on 
either  side,  misunderstandings  arose,  and  Miss  Dermott  re- 
fusing to  pay  the  balance  claimed  by  Jones,  he  sued  her  to 
recover  it.  The  suit  was  earnestly  contested;  technical  ob- 
jections being  raised  wherever  they  could  be  set  up.  Jones 
obtained  a  verdict  and  judgment,  but  it  was  reversed  here 
on  objections  of  this  kind.  Being  thus  sent  back  he  then  ob- 
tained a  second  verdict  and  judgment,  which  was  reversed 
on  like  grounds.  Settlement  of  the  claim  was  thus  greatly 
protracted. 

In  the  progress  of  the  contest  Miss  Dermott  departed  this 
life,  leaving  debts;  leaving  the  house  which  Jones  had  built 
and  the  ground  on  which  it  stood  (her  chief  realty),  some 
(not  very  considerable)  personalty,  and  a  will  of  a  peculiar 
kind. 

By  this  will  she  appointed  eight  executors,  one  of  them 
being  a  certain  John  P.  Ingle.  The  executors  and  their 
survivors,  in  the  performance  of  the  "  powers,  commissions, 
charges,  functions,  and  duties,''  which  she  gave  them  along 
with  "the  exclusive  care,  management,  and  stewardship  of 
her  estate,"  were  to  have  its  entire  management  and  control 
during  an  uncertain  time  named  by  her.  They  were  to  rent 
the  real  estate,  and  out  of  the  rents  and  the  personal  estate, 
not  otherwise  disposed  of,  were  to  pay  her  funeral  expenses, 
and  her  other  debts,  without  regard  to  limitations  of  time, 
."  if  found  according  to  their  best  judgment  really  dv£  in  eon" 
science;^*  to  pay  several  legacies,  and  to  pay  also  an  annuity, 
while  their  duties  were  executing,  though  after  the  execu- 
tion accomplished,  it  was  to  be  a  charge  on  the  estate;  they 
were  to  pay  all  such  debts  of  her.  brother,  contracted  by 
him  in  a  place  and  within  a  time  named,  as  they  should, 
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"  according  to  the  best  of  their  jttdgments  and  discretions^  deem 
due  in  conscience,  and  no  other  debts  or  pretended  debts  of  his 
contracting."  They  were  authorized  to  sell  certain  lots  in 
an  old  cemetery,  and  to  buy  others  in  a  new  one,  and  to 
build  there  a  vault  to  receive  her  remains.  The  power  was 
given  to  mortgage  her  real  estate,  if  found  necessary  to  pay 
debts.  After  the  debts  and  legacies  were  all  satisfied  the 
entire  estate  was  to  be  delivered  over  to  twenty  trustees, 
named  in  the  will,  one  Stringfellow  being  the  first  named, 
to  whom  and  their  heirs  it  was  devised  for  a  charity  de- 
scribed; a  charity,  however,  which  now  wad  confessedly  void, 
and  which  could  not  be  enforced  as  against  her  heirs. 

All  the  persons  named  as  executors  declined  to  act  ex- 
cept one  of  them,  John  P.  lugle,  already  named.  He,  how- 
ever, after  taking  letters  and  defending  against  Jones's  suit, 
but  not  wholly  settling  the  estate,  died  during  the  progress 
of  the  controversy;  thus  leaving  no  executor  to  the  will. 
Miss  Dermott  had  provided  in  that  instrument  that  if  the 
surviving  executor  should  die  while  the  trusts  were  yet  ex- 
ecutory, the  execution  of  her  will,  &c.,  "  shall  not  devolve 
upon  the  executor  of  such  deceased  executor,  but  upon  such 
person  or  peraons  as  the  vestries  of  Bt.  John  and  Trinity 
Churches*  may  elect  to  go  on  and  complete  this  will  in  so 
far  as  the  execution  thereof  is  committed  to  my  said  execu- 
tors, and  that  proper  letters  of  administration  with  the  will 
might  be  granted  by  the  court  or  authority  competent  for 
the  purpose,  to  the  person  or  persons  so  elected."  But  the 
vestries  of  the  two  churches  named  by  Miss  Dermott  did  not 
elect  any  one  in  pursuance  of  her  will  to  take  his  place,  and 
the  court  in  Washington  competent  for  that  purpose,  acting 
under  a  statutef  which  authorized  the  appointment  of  such 
an  administrator,  but  was  silent  as  to  the  powers  which  such 
a  representative  of  the  decedent  shall  have,  appointed  one 
John  H.  Ingle,  administrator  de  bonis^nonj  with  the  will  an- 
nexed. 

Against  this  administrator  de  bonis  non,  &e.,  Jones  finally, 

_^    _. p 

*  Tivo  Episcopal  cburcbes  in  Washiugton. 

f  Act  of  Maryland,  179S,  chapter  101,  subchapter  6,  2  6,  &o. 
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Id  1865,  and  after  fifteep  years'  prosecution  of  bis  suit,  oI> 
tained  a  judgment.  The  record  entry  of  it  was  "  for  $20,136, 
with  interest  from  April  5th,  1852,  with  costs,  to  be  levied 
of  the  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  the  said  Ann  Der- 
mott  at  the  time  of  her  death,  which  have  come,  or  at  any 
time  hereafter  shall  come,  to  the  bands  of  the  said  John 
II.  Ingle,  to  be  administered,  if  such  goods  and  chattels  be 
sufficient  to  discharge  said  damages  and  costs  and  all  other 
just  claims  against  the  same;  and  if  not  sufficient,  then  said 
damages  and  costs  to  be  levied  of  said  goods  and  chattels 
ratably  with  all  other  just  claims  against  the  same."  The 
record  proceeded: 

<*  And,  because  it  is  unknown  to  the  court  here  whether  all  or 
only  such  ratable  part  of  said  damages  and  costs  ought  to  be  so 
levied,  it  is  referred  to  the  auditor  to  inquire  thereof,  according 
to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  report  ac- 
cordingly." 

The  auditor  reported  that  there  were  no  assets  in  Ingle's 
hands  which  could  be  applied  to  payment  of  the  debt.  Jones 
thereupon  filed  a  bill  in  equity  in  the  court  below — the  bill 
to  the  decree  on  which  the  present  appeal  was  taken — ^to  sub- 
ject the  testator's  real  estate  to  the  payment  of  the  judg- 
ment And  the  complainant  alleging  that  Ingle,  being  ad- 
ministrator of  the  unadministered  personalty  only,  had  no 
concern  with  the  realty,  the  court  appointed  a  receiver,  one 
Wilson^  to  take  charge  of  it,  and  to  receive  the  rents. 

The  bill  thus  now  brought,  made  Ingle  administraiorj  &c., 
and  Hoe  and  several  others,  heirs-at-law  of  Miss  Dermott, 
and  Btringfellow  with  other  trustees,  parties  defendant 
The  former  denied  the  justice  of  the  demand,  and  pleaded 
the  statute  of  limitations.  Hoe  and  some  others  filing  their 
answers,  confessed  its  validity,  did  not  plead  the  statute,  and 
agreed  to  the  sale  of  the  realty  as  prayed  for.  And  against 
Btringfellow  and  the  trustees  the  case  went  by  defiEtult 

The  cause  was  put  at  issue  on  the  6th  of  March,  1866. 
The  69th  rule  in  equity,  as  already  stated,  allowed  the  par- 
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tie«  three  months  thereafter  to  take  their  teetinioiiy.  The 
complainant  began  the  taking  of  his  on  the  14th  of  that 
month.  Between  that  time  and  the  23d,  inclusive,  he  ex- 
amined nine  witnesses;  the  complainant's  counsel,  to  whom 
notice  had  been  given,  appearing  and  cross-examining  those 
of  them  whose  testimony  was  the  most  important.  An  ad- 
journment was  ordered  by  the  examiner,  from  the  23d  of 
March  until  the  2d  of  June.  A  deposition  relating  to  a  formal 
matter  was  then  taken,  and  the  complainant's  counsel  an- 
nouncing that  he  had  closed  the  examination  of  witnesses 
on  his  part,  the  examiner  on  that  day  (four  days  yet  remain- 
ing of  the  three  months)  sealed  up  the  depositions  and  trans- 
mitted them  to  the  court ;  no  objection  being  at  this  time 
made  by  the  defendants. 

A  side  issue,  made  also  about  this  time,  must  here  be 
referred  to.  It  has  been  mentioned  that  the  answers  of  the 
heirs-at-law  admitted  the  justice  of  Jones's  claim,  and  as- 
sented to  the  granting  of  his  prayer  for  satisfaction  from 
the  realty.  On  the  23d  of  May  they  filed  a  petition,  setting 
forth  that  these  answers  were  obtained  from  them  by  fraud 
practised  upon  them  by  an  emissary  of  Jones,  and  asking 
leave  to  withdraw  those  answers,  and  to  file  answera  de  novo. 
The  particulars  of  the  case  were  given  by  them.  Jones 
answered,  denying  them ;  but  the  issue  having  been  one  of 
fact,  there  is  nothing  in  it  worthy  of  report,  further  than  that 
the  particular  matter  was  set  down  for  hearing  on  the  11th 
of  June,  and  that  on  the  14th  the  court,  refusing  to  allow  the 
withdrawal  prayed  for,  dismissed  the  petition  asking  it. 

Returning  now  to  the  main  case.  Six  days  before  this 
dismissal — that  is  to  say,  on  the  11th  of  June,  and  still, 
therefore,  before  the  three  months  for  taking  testimony  had 
compUiety  expired — the  court  set  down  the  motion  for  pub- 
lication of  the  testimony  on  the  8th  of  June,  1866,  and  on 
the  same  day  set  down  the  cause  for  hearing  at  the  then 
term;  the  petition  to  take  the  answers  oflTthe  file  being  still 
not  passed  on  and  pending.  On  the  10th  of  June,  the  defend- 
ants gave  notice  that  they  would  take  testimony  on  the  19th 
of  the  month,  and  filed  objections  against  the  case  being 


492  Ingle  v.  Jonbs.         [Sap.  Ct 


Argament  for  the  admin istrator. 


heard  at  the  theD  term,  and  showing  afterwards  as  cause 
that  no  sufficient  opportunity  had  been  allowed  to  them  to 
take  rebutting  testimony,  after  the  evidence  in  chief  on  the 
part  of  the  complainant  was  closed  on  the  2d  of  June,  and 
because  none  was  allowed  the  defendants,  heirs-at-law,  to 
take  evidence  in  support  of  the  allegations  of  their  petition, 
filed  May  28d,  for  withdrawal  of  their  answere.  The  court 
below,  however,  heard  the  case,  and  on  the  8d  of  July,  1866, 
finding  the  amount  due  to  the  complainant,  and  that  it  was 
necessary  to  sell  the  real  estate  described  in  the  bill  to  pay 
it,  ordered  the  premises  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be 
held  subject  to  the  further  oixier  of  the  court.  From  this 
decree  it  was  that  Ingle  now  appealed. 

Messrs.  R,  J.  and  J,  L.  Brent  and  8.  L.  PhiUips,  for  the 
appellant: 

1.  By  the  old  statutes  of  Maryland  which  regulate  the 
subject,  no  judgment  can  be  rendered  against  an  adminis- 
trator until  it  is  judicially  ascertained,  on  an  auditor's  report 
or  otherwise,  that  there  is,  or  is  not,  any  assets  in  hand,  and 
when  this  fact  is  ascertained,  the  judgment  is  entered  and 
moulded  accordingly.  The  true  entry  and  form  of  making 
up  of  the  record,  in  such  a  case  as  this  was,  is  shown  in 
Harris's  Entries,'*'  in  which  old  and  approved  book  of  pre- 
cedents, it  will  be  seen  that  there  is  no  entrv  even  of  an 
interlocutory  judgment  on  a  confession  of  the  debt  (or  by 
analogy  on  a  verdict  establishing  it),  until  the  auditor's  re> 
port  is  made.  There  was  thus  in  law  no  judgment  whatever 
on  this  verdict. 

2.  Did  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  with  the  will  an- 
nexed, who  sets  up  the  illegality  of  the  claim  and  also  the 
statute  of  limitations,  succeed  to  the  trust  estate  vested  in 
the  executor,  these  trusts  being  yet  unexecuted  when  that 
executor  died  ?  No  doubt  the  testatrix  contemplated  the  oc- 
currence of  two  events,  viz.,  the  nomination  by  the  vestries, 
and  its  ratification  by  the  Orphans'  Court.   But  she  has  tailed 

»  Page  104. 
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to  say  what  her  intention  was  in  case  the  Orphans*  Court  ap- 
pointed a  person,  upon  the  failure  of  the  vestries  to  nominate. 
Did  she  mean  to  let  the  great  trusts  of  her  will  fail  in  this 
last  case?  Certainly  not.  We  must  therefore  construe  her 
will  as  containing  two  intents — first,  a  pai*ticular  intent  that 
her  administrator  should  be  named  by  the  vestries;  secondly, 
a  general  intent^  that  her  admiiiistrator,  however  appointed, 
should  be  the  trustee.  If  so,  and  both  intents  cannot  be 
gratified,  the  rule  is  to  construe  the  will  upon  the  cy-pres 
doctrine,  and  sacrifice  the  particular  intent,  which  in  such 
case  is  construed  as  merely  directory  and  not  imperative. 
If  this  court  takes  that  view,  we  are  let  into  both  defences. 
Of  course,  if  our  view  is  right,  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
was  improper.     [The  counsel  then  went  into  these  points.] 

3.  The  answers  of  the  heirs-at-law  of  Miss  Dermott  were 
obtained  by  contrivance  and  fraud,  and  should  have  been 
taken  ofi^  the  files,  that  they  might  answer  de  novo,  [The 
counsel  then  argued  this  point.] 

4.  The  court  erred  in  ordering  publication,  and  refusing 
to  allow  the  defendants  to  take  evidence  on  the  merits.  The 
complainant  consumed  the  three  months  by  his  evidence  in 
chief,  and  then  announced  it  closed,  and  on  the  same  day  had 
it  filed  and  moved  for  publication.  The  defendants  in  vain 
excepted,  and  prayed  for  an  extension  of  time  (under  the 
69th  rule)  to  rebut  the  testimony  taken;  but  the  court  below 
held  that  we  were  in  fault  for  not  taking  testimony  'pari 
passu  with  the  complainant.  The  action  of  the  commis- 
sioner in  closing  and  sealing  the  depositions,  on  the  2d  of 
June,  cut  us  out  of  four  days  of  the  three  months  during 
which  we  were  entitled  to  take  testimony ;  and  even  if  we 
had  served  a  notice  de  novo  to  take  it,  such  had  been  the 
course  of  the  other  side  that  the  time  would  have  been  too 
short  for  us.  We  were  at  any  rate  clearly  entitled  to  keep 
the  depositions  open  for  four  days  to  examine  any  witnesses 
we  chose. 

Then  on  the  5th  of  June,  before  the  three  months  had 
expired,  the  court  set  down  the  motion  for  publication  of  the 
testimony  on  the  8th  of  June,  1866,  and  on  the  same  day 
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the  cau8e  was  set-down  for  hearing  by  order  of  the  court. 
The  petition  to  take  answers  off^&  was  still  pending,  and  the 
defendants  could  not  take  evidence  while  pleadings  were 
being  perfected.  If  they  had  gone  on  to  take  it  under 
those  disputed  answers,  it  would  have  prejudiced  their  peti- 
tion to  take  them  ofi'  the  file.  In  addition,  the  defendants 
could  not  know  what  rebutting  evidence  to  adduce  until  the 
complainant  closed  his  case  on  the  2d  of  June,  1866. 

This  particular  error  of  the  court  below  was  a  great  one, 
for  it  saps  the  foundations  of  justice,  by  paralyzing  all  at- 
tempts at  defence. 

6.  The  decree  was  erroneous  on  its  face.  Without  any 
reference  to  the  auditor  to  report  what  other  debts  than 
Jones's  existed,  it  decrees  the  sale  of  the  whole  real  estate; 
omitting  to  adjudicate  the  amount  or  insufficiency  of  the 
personal  estate,  so  as  to  subject  the  realty  to  the  payment 
of  the  deficiency  for  which  it  was  only  responsible. 

Messrs.  Davidge  and  J.  H,  Bradley^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  SWAY-NE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  in  equity  from  the  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  The  record  is  volumin- 
ous, and  contains  numerous  exhibits,  and  much  of  detail, 
which  we  have  not  found  it  necessary  to  consider.  The 
material  facts  lie  within  a  narrow  compass,  and  the  ques- 
tions presented  for  our  determination  are  neither  numerous 
nor  difficult  of  solution.  On  the  22d  of  April,  1851,  the 
testatrix  and  the  appellee  entered  into  a  contract  for  the 
erection  by  the  latter  of  a  large  building  in  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington. She  was  to  pay  for  the  structure  the  sum  of  $24,000; 
$5000  on  the  1st  of  July,  1861 ;  $5000  on  the  Ist  of  October 
following,  provided  certain  parts  of  the  building  were  then 
ready  for  occCipation ;  and  the  remaining  $14,000  on  the  Ist 
of  January,  1860,  with  interest,  as  stipulated.  The  first  in- 
stalment was  duly  paid.  Nothing  has  been  paid  since.  Pos- 
session of  those  parts  of  the  building  to  be  first  completed 
was  delivered  in  December,  1851,  and  of  the  residue  in  April, 
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1852.  In  May,  1852,  Joues  sued  for  the  instalnieut  due  on 
the  Ist  of  October,  1851,  and  recovered.  The  judgment  was 
reversed  by  this  court. '^  The  declaration  was  then  amended 
by  withdrawing  the  special  counts  and  enlarging  the  ad  qiuxl 
damnum  to  $40,000,  and  a  verdict  and  judgment  were  re- 
covered for  $22,149,  and  interest.  This  judgment  was  also 
reversed.f  The  case  was  again  tried,  and  a  verdict  and 
judgment  were  recovered  for  $20,186.23,  with  interest  from 
the  5th  of  April,  1852.  The  auditor  of  the  court  was  di- 
rected to  ascertain  the  amount  of  assets  in  the  hands  of 
Ingle,  the  admitlfstrator,  which  could  be  applied  in  payment 
of  the  debt.  He  reported  that  there  were  no  assets  avail- 
able for  that  purpose.  Jones  thereupon  filed  this  bill  to 
subject  the  real  estate  therein  described  to  the  payment  of 
his  demand. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  that  the 
judgment  is  erroneous  in  form,  and  is,  iu  fact,  only  inter- 
locutory. This  objection  is  well  taken.  According  to  the 
statutes  of  Maryland,  which  are  in  force  in  the  county  of 
Washington,  the  judgment,  under  the  circumstances,  should 
have  been  entered  only  for  assets  as  they  should  thereafter 
come  into  the  hands  of  the  administrator.  But  this  fact  is 
immaterial.  The  case  is  governed  by  the  local  law.  That 
law  makes  the  proceeding  against  the  administrator  and  the 
heir,  when  the  latter  proceeding  is  necessary,  entirely  in- 
dependent of  each  other.  The  duties  of  the  administrator 
are  confined  to  the  personal  estate,  and  never  extend  beyond 
it.  If  that  be  insufficient  to  discharge  the  debts,  and  it  be 
necessary  to  resort  to  the  realty  of  the  deceased  for  that 
purpose,  a  proceeding  against  the  heir  must  be  instituted. 
In  that  event,  whatever  has  been  done  by  the  administrator 
is  without  effect,  as  to  the  property  sought  to  be  charged. 
A  judgment  against  the  administrator  is  not  evidence  against 
the  heir.  The  demand  must  be  proved  in  all  respects  as  if 
there  had  been  no  prior  proceeding  to  effect  its  collection, 
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aud  the  statute  of  limitations  may  be  pleaded  with  the  same 
efiect  as  if  there  had  been  no  prior  recovery  against  the 
personal  representative.* 

We  have  examined  with  care  the  proofs  in  the  record 
of  the  complainant's  demand  as  set  forth  in  the  bill,  and  are 
satisfied  with  the  amount  found  by  the  decree.  It  could  be 
productive  of  no  good  to  vindicate  this  view  of  the  subject, 
by  entering  into  an  analytical  examination  of  the  testimony. 
We  are  not  unmindful  of  the  length  of  time  through  which 
the  complainant  has  been  pursuing  his  remedy,  nor  of  the 
verdicts  which  have  been  rendered  in  the  trials  at  law. 
They  were  the  results  of  vigorously  contested  litigation, 
after  the  most  elaborate  preparation  of  the  case.  Nor  are 
we  unmindful  that  the  court  below,  in  the  case  before  us, 
came  substantially  to  the  same  conclusion.  Our  judgment, 
however,  has  been  formed  upon  grounds  wholly  apart  from 
these  considerations.  If  the  question  were  res  iniegra  in  thid 
case,  and  now  for  the  first  time  to  be  passed  upon,  we  should 
have  no  difiiculty  in  sustaining  the  decree.  We  think  the 
full  amount  found  by  the  court  is  justly  due. 

Ann  R.  Dermott,  by  her  will,  appointed  eight  executors, 
and  clothed  them  with  important  powers  and  duties.  They 
were  to  have  the  entire  management  and  control  of  the 
estate  during  the  uncertain  time  specified.  They  were  to 
rent  out  the  real  estate.  Out  of  the  rents  and  the  personal 
estate,  not  otherwise  disposed  of,  they  were  to  pay  her  debts, 
without  regard  to  limitation  of  time;  to  pay  her  funeral  ex- 
penses ;  several  legacies,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  be- 
tween (8000  and  $4000;  to  pay  an  annuity  of  $400,  while 
their  duties  were  executory,  after  which  it  was  to  be  a  charge 
upon  the  estate;  they  were  to  pay,  in  their  discretion,  certain 
debts  of  her  brother;  they  were  to  build  a  vault  to  receive 
her  remains,  and  they  were  authorized  to  sell  two  cemetery 
lots.  The  power  was  given  to  mortgage,  if  found  necessary 
to  pay  debts.  After  the  debts  and  legacies  were  all  satisfied, 
the  entire  estate  was  to  be  delivered  over  to  twenty  trustees, 

*  SUtutes  of  Maryland  of  17S6  and  1798 ;  Collinson  v.  Owens  el  al.,  6  Gill 
ft  Johnson,  4 ;  8  Peters,  628. 
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uamed  in  the  will,  to  whom  and  their  heirs  it  was  devised,  to 
enable  them  to  found  and  support  a  female  orphan  asylum. 
The  beneficiaries  were  to  be  such  destitute  white  orphans 
as  the  trustees,  or  any  corporation  which  might  succeed 
them,  should  select.  The  provision  for  this  charity  is  ad- 
mitted on  both  sides  to  be  void.  The  statute  of  the  43d 
Elizabeth  never  was  in  force  in  Maryland.  The  trust  re- 
sulted for  the  benefit  of  the  heirs-at-law."*"  All  the  persons 
named  as  executors  declined  to  act,  except  one  of  them, 
John  P.  Ingle,  who  qualified,  and  took  out  letters  testamen- 
tary. He  died,  whereupon  the  defendant,  John  II.  Ingle, 
was  appointed  administrator,  with  the  will  annexed.  The 
will  provides,  that  if  the  surviving  executor  should  die  while 
the  trusts  are  executory,  their  execution  should  devolve  upon 
such  person  or  persons  as  the  vestries  of  St.  John  and  Trin- 
ity Churches  should  elect  to  go  on  and  complete  their  exe- 
cution, so  far  as  they  were  committed  to  the  executors,  and 
she  desired  that  letters  of  administration,  with  the  will  an- 
nexed, or  other  competent  authority,  should  be  granted  to 
the  person  or  persons  so  elected.  The  vestries  made  no 
election.  Letters  were  granted  by  the  judge  of  probate  to 
John  H.  Ingle,  as  if  the  will  contained  no  such  provision. 

The  question  whether  the  administrator  thus  appointed 
could  exercise  any  authority  as  to  the  real  estate  is  deemed 
an  important  one  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  and  has  been 
fully  argued;  The  Maryland  statutes  which  bear  upon  the 
subject  provide  for  the  appointment  of  an  administrator  de 
bonis  non,  with  the  will  annexed,  but  are  silent  as  to  his  powers. 
By  the  common  law  his  duties  are  confined  to  the  personal 
estate,  unadministered  by  bis  predecessor.  Whatever  au- 
thority he  may  possess  as  to  the  real  estate  must  I>e  derived 
from  the  will.  If  not  found  there  in  express  terms,  or  by 
necessary  implication,  it  has  no  existence.  Hence  the  test^ 
in  all  such  cases,  is  the  intention  of  the  testator.  Many 
of  the  duties  enjoined  upon  the.  executors  were  foreign  to 
those  which  come  within  the  scope  of  their  ordinary  func- 

*  Bashiell  v.  Attorney-GeDeral,  6  Harris  A  Johnson,  400;  Same  v.  Same^ 
6  Id.  9;  Wildeman  v.  The  Mayor  of  Baltimore,  8  Maryland,  664. 
VOL.  IX.  82 
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tions.  Such  a  power  never  passes  by  devolution  to  an  ad- 
ministrator, unless  it  be  clear  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  that  he  should  become  the  donee  of  the  power,  in 
place  of  the  executor  appointed  by  the  will.  If  no  provision 
be  made  by  the  will  for  such  substitution,  the  power  does 
not  become  extinguished,  but  the  case  falls  within  the  cate- 
gory of  those  where  a  court  of  equity  will  not  permit  a  trust 
to  fail  for  the  want  of  a  trustee,  but  will  appoint  one,  and 
clothe  him  with  authority  adequate  to  the  duties  to  be  dis- 
charged.'*' In  the  case  under  consideration  it  is  clear  the 
testatrix  did  not  intend  that  any  one  not  clothed  with  the 
sanctions  she  prescribed. should  be  intrusted  with  any  duty 
touching  her  estate.  The  administrator  occupies  the  same 
relation  to  the  realty  as  if  he  were  adminiutrator  de  bonxs.non 
without  the  will  annexed,  and  the  testatrix  had  died  intes- 
tate. This  disposes  of  the  questions  raised  as  to  the  statute 
of  limitations.  The  administrator  alone  has  interposed  that 
defence.  It  cannot  avail  those  who  represent  the  real  estate, 
and  who  are  the  only  parties  in  interest  in  this  proceeding. 

It  was  proper  for  the  court  to  appoint  a  receiver.  Until 
this  was  done  there  was  no  one  authorized  to  take  charge  of 
the  property  and  receive  the  rents. 

Upon  looking  carefully  into  the  record  we  find  no  foun- 
dation for  the  imputation  that  the  answers  of  the  heirs-at-law 
were  obtained  by  fraud  or  contrivance.  It  was  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court  to  allow  them  to  be  taken  off  the 
files  and  the  parties  to  answer  de  novo^  or  to  overrule  the  ap- 
plication made  for  that  purpose.  We  think  this  discretion 
was  not  abused. 

It  was  strenuously  insisted  that  the  court  erred  in  refus- 
ing further  time  to  the  defendants  to  take  testimony.  The 
earnestness  with  which  the  point  was  pressed  has  induced  us 
to  examine  it  with  more  care  than  we  should  otherwise  have 
deemed  necessary.  The  cause  was  put  at  issue  on  the  6th 
of  March,  1866.     The  69th  rule  in  equity  allowed  the  parties 

*  Egerton,  Administrator,  v  Conklin,  25  Wendell,  233;  De  Peyster  p. 
Clendining,  8  Paige,  29G;  Dominick  v.  Michael,  4  Sandford,  402;  Cole  v. 
Wade,  16  Vesey,  42;  1  Chance  on  Powers,  658,  681. 
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three  months  thereafter  to  take  their  teBtimony.  The  com- 
plaiuant  commenced  taking  his  on  the  14th  of  that  mouth. 
Between  that  time  and  the  23d,  inclusive,  he  examined  nine 
witnesses.  Notice  was  given  to  the  defendant's  counsel. 
He  appeared  and  cross-examined  the  witnesses  so  far  as  he 
chose  to  do  so.  An  adjournment  was  ordered  by  the  exam- 
iner, from  the  23d  of  March  until  the  2d  of  June.  A  single 
deposition  relating  to  a  formal  matter  was  then  taken.  The 
examiner  thereupon  closed  the  testimony  and  returned  it  to 
the  court.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  defendants  made  any 
objection  to  the  adjournment,  or  manifested  any  desire  to 
take  testimony  during  the  period  of  more  than  two  months 
between  the  time  of  the  adjournment  and  the  time  to  which 
it  extended.  The  application  for  further  time  was  heard 
and  overruled  by  the  court  on  the  8th  of  June.  The  rule 
referred  to  provides  that  ^'  three  months,  and  no  more,  shall 
be  allowed  for  the  taking  of  testimony  after  the  cause  is  at 
issue,  unless  the  court  or  a  judge  thereof  shall,  upon  special 
cause  shown  by  either  party,  enlarge  the  time."  The  three 
months  are  allowed  for  the  taking  of  testimony  by  both  par- 
ties. The  limitation  applies  as  much  to  defendants  as  to 
complainants.  It  is  for  the  court  or  judge  to  decide  whether 
further  time  shall  be  given  or  refused,  and  ordinarily  the 
determination  of  the  question  would  not  be  deemed  a  fit 
subject  for  review  by  this  tribunal.  Cases  may,  however, 
occur  of  so  flagrant  a  character  that  it  would  be  our  duty  to 
correct  the  error.  In  the  case  before  us  the  complainant's 
testimony  was  substantially  closed  on  the  2Sd  of  March. 
The  defendants  had  from  that  time  until  the  6th  of  June  to 
take  testimony  on  their  part  in  the  regular  way.  No  reason 
18  given  why  they  neglected  to  do  so.  Indeed  they  were 
bound  to  proceed  as  soon  as  the  cause  was  at  issue.  They 
had  no  right  to  wait  until  the  complainant  was  through. 
They  knew  from  the  previous  trials  at  law  what  his  testi- 
mony would  be.  If  there  was  any  surprise,  and  an  exten- 
sion of  time  was  necessary,  doubtless  it  would  have  been 
given.  The  complainant  was  pursuing  the  residue  of  his 
compensation  for  the  house  he  had  built.     He  had  delivered 
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possession  years  before.  The  house  was  large  and  valaable. 
The  proof  is  that  it  rented  for  from  seven  to  eight  thousand 
dollars  per  year.  His  expenditures  had  been  large.  He 
had  received  less  than  a  quarter  of  the  contract  price,  and 
nothing  for  his  extra  work.  He  had  recovered  two  verdicts 
for  the  amount  claimed.  He  had  been  engaged  for  more 
than  fourteen  years  in  a  bitter  and  expensive  litigation,  in 
which  every  possible  impediment  had  been  thrown  in  his 
way.  In  the  light  of  these  facts  we  are  not  prepared  to  say 
that  the  court  below  erred  in  the  ruling  complained  of. 

There  is  no  error  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  decree.  It 
finds  the  amount  due  to  the  complainant,  and  that  it  was 
necessary  to  sell  the  real  estate  described  in  the  bill  to  pay 
it.  It  orders  the  premises  to  be  sold  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed, and  the  proceeds  to  be  held  subject  to  the  further 
order  of  the  court.  The  auditor  had  found  and  reported 
the  deficiency  of  assets  requisite  to  give  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion and  to  entitle  the  complainant  to  the  relief  sought  by 
his  bill.  The  necessity  of  making  the  sale,  if  the  complain- 
ant's demand  was  to  be  paid,  was  clear  upon  the  proofs,  and 
Was  not  denied  by  the  answers.  The  amount  of  the  liabili- 
ties to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  might  have  been  ascer- 
tained before  the  decree  of  sale  was  made,  but  that  was  not 
indispensable.  It  may  as  well  be  done  when  the  sale  is  con- 
firmed. The  rights  of  all  parties  in  respect  to  the  fund  can 
then  be  ascertained,  and  payment  and  distribution  be  ordered 
accordingly.  It  is  not  alleged  that  the  premises  were  sus- 
ceptible of  division,  or  if  they  were,  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  sell  the  whole.  No  such  issue  is  made  in  the  plead- 
ings, and  no  such  proof  is  found  in  the  testimony. 

It  is  now  nearly  eighteen  years  since  the  complainant  com- 
menced a  suit  to  recover  what  has  been  adjudged  to  him  in 
this  case.  The  conflict  has  been  flagrant  ever  since.  The 
demand  seems  to  us  to  be  simple  and  just.  We  find  no  error 
in  the  record,  and  the  decree  of  the  court  below  is 

Affirmed. 
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KOTE. 

.  In  sequence  to  the  preceding  case  shoald  be  reported  an- 
other, an  offspring  from  it,  and  like  it,  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  District,  the  case  of 

Hob  bt  al.  v.  Wilson. 

h  Where  certain  heirs  at  law  seek  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  their  ancestor's 
realty  made  under  a  decree  of  a  competent  court  ordering,  at  a  credit- 
or's instance,  such  sale  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  due  him,  they  should 
make  the  creditor  on  whose  application  the  sale  was  made  a  party.  All 
the  heirs  also  should  be  parties.  It  is  not  enough  that  those  who  bring 
the  suit  profess  to  file  their  bill  '*  for  themselves  and  the  other  heirs  at 
law,''  these  last  being  known  and  not  numerous. 

2.  This  court  will  reverse  and  remand  a  case  thus  defective  as  to  parties, 

although  this  deficiency  have  not  been  made  a  point  at  the  bar  below. 

3.  It  will  not  consider  a  case  upon  documents  not  in  the  cause  below,  though 

filed  here  by  consent  as  if  returned  under  a  writ  of  diminution. 

The  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  ordering  a 
sale  of  Miss  Dermott's  real  estate,  which  the  affirmance  in  the 
preceding  case  adjudged  was  rightly  made,  having  been  exe- 
cuted and  a  sale  made,  and  the  property  bought  by  Wilson,  who 
as  stated  in  the  report  of  the  case  had  been  appointed  receiver 
of  its  rents,  Hoe,  there  also  mentioned  as  an  heir-at-law  of  Miss 
Dermott;  with  eight  others,  her  heirs  also^  who  joined  with  him, 
filed  a  bill  against  this  Wilson  to  set  aside  the  purchase,  the 
ground  of  their  bill  being  that  he  had  purchased  below  tbe  real 
value  of  the  property,  and  that  having  been  receiver,  he  was 
incompetent,  with  proper  regard  to  those  rules  which  equity 
places  around  all  perspni^  standing  in  positions  of  confidence,  to 
purchase  at  all.  The  nine  heirs  who  thus  filed  the  bill  professed 
to  file  it  ''for  themselves  and  the  other  heirs  at  law,"  averring 
that  there  were  such  others,  but  not  naming  them  nor  saying 
anything  as  to  their  number,  nor  indeed  anything  else  about 
them.  The  testimony  showed  the  existence  of  four,  and  gave 
the  names  of  two  in  fall,  with  a  statement  that  the  full  names 
of  the  two  others  were  not  remembered,  but  that  in  their  names 
occorred.  Id  tbe  one,  *' O'Neal,"  and  in  the  other,  ''Jane."    The 
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post-office  address  of  the  first  two  was  given,  and  of  the  other 
two  it  was  stated  that  they  lived  ''  somewhere  in  Alabama,  post- 
office  address  not  remembered." 

Jones,  the  creditor  at  whose  instance  the  property  was  sold, 
and  whose  debt  was  to  be  paid  by  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  was 
not  made  a  party  either. 

The  court  below  heard  the  case  on  its  merits,  and  dismissed 
the  bill ',  no  objection  being  made  there  at  the  bar  on  the  ground 
of  defect  of  parties.  The  complainants  brought  the  case  to  this 
court,  and  the  record  being  here  the  counsel  on  both  sides  agreed 
that  there  should  be  added  to  the  record  of  the  principal  case, 
to  have  the  same  effect  as  if  returned  under  a  writ  of  diminu- 
tion, the  following  proceedings  in  that  cause,  to  wit,  "  the  final 
decree  of  sale,  the  trustees'  report  of  sale,  the  exceptions  filed 
to  the  ratification  of  the  sale  and  the  order  of  the  court  thereon, 
the  order  of  ratification  of  the  sale,  the  deed  of  the  trustee  to 
the  purchaser." 

Messrs.  Melloy  and  Brentj  for  the  appellants,  contended  that 
upon  obvious  principles  a  receiver  should  not  be  permitted  to 
bid  for  the  lands  of  which  he  has  previously  had  the  manage* 
ment,  citing  numerous  cases,  and  especially  Anderson  v.  Ander- 
son.* 

Messrs.  Cox  and  Davidge,  for  the  appellees,  denying  this  propo- 
sition and  arguing  on  it  contra^  contended  that  decision  on  the 
point  could  not  be  made,  because  the  bill  was  defective  in  par- 
ties. The  suit  could  not  be  instituted  by  some  in  the  names  of 
others;  those  not  joined  not  being  stated  to  be  unknown,  nor 
the  case  otherwise  one  of  that  class  recognized  in  the  books^ 
for  a  suit  for  the  benefit  of  parties  not  joined;  as  where  parties 
are  too  numerous,  or  are  members  of  a  large  association  or  of 
a  large  class. 

To  this  it  was  replied  that  this  point  had  not  been  taken  below, 
and  could  not  be  first  taken  here. 

Mr.  Justice  SWAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  case  presented  by  the  record,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to 
state  it,  is  as  follows :  The  complainants  represent  themselves  to 
be  heirs-at-law  of  Ann  B.  Dormott,  deceased,  and  allege  that 

*  9  Irish  Equity  Reports,  24. 
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they  bring  their  bill  against  the  defendant  "for  themselves  and 
the  other  heirs-at-law  of  the  said  Ann  R  Dermott."  The  bill 
alleges  that  by  virtue  of  a  decree  of  sale  in  the  case  of  Zepha- 
niak  Jones  v.  Stringfellow  and  others,  wherein  these  complainants 
and  others  were  defendants,  Wilson,  the  defendant  in  this  suit, 
became  the  parchaser  of. certain  real  estate  of  the  said  Ann  B. 
Dermott,  deceased,  which  is  particularly  described ;  that  this  pur- 
chase was  made  by  Wilson  on  the  2d  of  January^  1867^  from  the 
trustees  named  in  the  decree ;  that  long  prior  to  the  purchase, 
and  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the  decree  under  which  the  sale 
was  made,  Wilson  was,  by  order  of  the  court  in  that  case,  ap- 
pointed receiver  of  the  estate  of  Ann  B.  Dermott,  with  autho- 
rity to  manage  and  rent  the  property,  which  appointment  he 
accepted,  and  executed  his  bond  as  such  receiver,  which  was  ac- 
cepted and  approved;  that  he  collected  a  large  amount  of  rents 
as  such  receiver;  that  he  was  receiver  down  to  the  time  of  the 
purchase  in  question,  and  still  continued  to  be  such.  It  is 
averred  that  by  reason  of  his  fiduciary  relation  to  the  property 
in  question  he  was  incapacitated  to  purchase ;  that  the  sale  is 
void  at  the  election  of  the  complainants;  and  that  they  elect  to 
avoid  it,  and  to  have  the  property  resold  at  the  risk  of  Wilson. 
The  bill  prays  for  appropriate  special,  and  for  general  relief. 
Wilson  answered.  The  answer  admits  the  decree  of  sale,  the 
sale  by  the  trustees  appointed  to  make  it,  the  purchase  by  Wil- 
son, and  that  he  was  receiver  as  alleged  in  the  bill.  It  denies 
that  he  was  incapacitated  to  buy,  and  insists  that  the  sale  was 
valid.  It  avers  that  he  has  paid  all  the  purchase-money,  and 
received  a  deed  for  the  property. 

We  pass  by  the  questions  whether  the  proper  remedy  of  the 
complainants  was  not  by  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  court  be- 
low confirming  the  sale,  and  whether  the  bill  is  not  fatally  de- 
fective on  its  face  in  not  averring  such  confirmation  before  it 
was  filed.  These  points  have  been  fully  argued,  but  the  view 
which  we  take  of  the  case  renders  it  unnecessary  to  decide 
them.  The  defence  that  the  validity  of  the  sale  is  res  judicata  by 
reason  of  the  proceedings  of  these  complainants,  touching  the 
order  of  confirmation,  is  not  set  up  in  the  answer,  and  cannot, 
therefore,  be  considered. 

But  Zephaniah  Jones,  the  complainant  in  the  suit  in  which 
the  decree  of  sale  was  made,  and  the  other  heirs-at-law  of  Ann 
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R.  Dermott,  are  indispensable  parties.  No  relief  can  be  given  in 
the  ease  before  ns  which  will  not  serionsly  and  permanently 
affect  their  rights  and  interests.  According  to  the  settled  roles 
of  eqnity  jurisprudence  the  case  cannot  proceed  without  their 
presence  before  the  court.  The  objection  was  not  taken  by  the 
defendant,  but  the  court  should,  sua  sppnte.  have  caused  the  bill 
t6  be  properly  amended,  or  have  dismissed  it,  if  the  amendment 
were  not  made.  Instead  of  this  being  done  the  cause  was  heard 
and  decided  upon  its  merits.  This  was  a  manifest  error.  The 
decree  must,  therefore,  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to 
the  court  below.  In  that  court  both  parties  can  take  leave  to 
amend  and  can  modify  their  pleadings  so  as  to  exhibit  the  case 
as  they  may  desire  respectively  to  present  it.  If  testimony  be 
necessary  that  also  can  be  taken.  We  do  not  consider  the  sup- 
plement to  the  record  filed  in  this  court  as  before  us.  It  was 
not  in  the  case  in  the  court  below.  To  recognize  it  here  would 
involve  the  exercise  of  original  instead  of  appellate  jurisdiction. 
Whether  it  was  competent  for  the  receiver  to  buy  at  the  sale 
made  by  the  trustees  is  a  point  upon  which  we  express  no 
opinion.  We  have  not  reached  it,  and  have  not,  therefore,  had 
occasion  to  consider  the  subject. 

It  is  ordered  that  the  decree  of  the  court  below  be  reversed, 
and  that  the  cause  be  remanded,  with  directions  to  that  court 
to  proceed 

In  CONrORMITT  TO  THIS  OPINION.  * 


Thb  Nonesuch. 


The  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  cause  transferred  here  from  the  Ciroalt 
Court  by  consent  of  parties.    The  Alicia  (7  Wallace,  672)  affirmed. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Florida  to  the  Circuit 
Court  for  the  same  district.  There  had  been  no  decree 
rendered  in  that  court,  but  consent  of  parties  was  given  to 
the  transfer  of  the  cause  into  this  court.  The  record  was 
accordingly  filed,  and  the  case  docketed.    Upon  the  case 
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being  called,  it  was  mbmiiied  by  Mr.  ilddy  Assistant  AUomey- 
General  for  the  United  States^  no  opposite  counsel  appearing. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  court  cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  of  a  cause  pending 
in  a  Circuit  Court  by  transfer.  This  was  determined  at  the 
last  term  in  the  case  of  The  Alicia.^  In  that  case  the  record 
had  not  been  filed,  and  a  motion  was  made  to  docket  and 
dismiss.  That  motion  was  denied,  on  the  ground  that  the 
court  could  not  take  jurisdiction.  In  this  case  the  record 
has  been  filed,  and  the  cause  has  been  docketed  here.  The 
order,  therefore,  must  be  that  the  cause  be 

DiSMISSBD  FOB  WANT  OF  JUEISDIGTION. 


Thb  Grat  Eaglb. 

1.  A  neglect  by  one  vessel,  on  approaching  another  in  the  night,  to  show 

proper  signal  lights,  or  her  showing  a  wrong  one,  does  not  absolve  such 
other  vessel,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  April  29th,  1864,  prescribing 
the  lights  which  sailing  vessels  shall  carry,  from  obligation  to  observe 
the  usual  laws  of  navigation,  or  such  reasonable  and  practicable  pre- 
cautions generally  as  the  circumstances  allow.  * 

2.  A  loss  equally  divided  between  two  vessels,  on  facts,  set  forth  in  the  case, 

showing  fault  in  both. 

Appbal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Wis- 
consin. 

The  owners  of  the  schooner  Perseverance  filed  a  libel  in 
the  District  Court  of  Wisconsin  against  the  schooner  Gray 
Eagle,  for  a  collision  in  which  their  vessel  had  been  sunk. 
The  collision  occurred  in  the  Straits  of  Mackinaw,  soon  after 
midnight  of  the  23d  of  November,  1864,  the  night  not  hav- 
ing been  a  dark  one;  not  so  dark  at  least  as  that  the  sails  of 
vessels  could  not  be  seen  for  near  a  quarter  of  a  mile.  The 
Perseverance  had  lost  her  lights  in  a  storm,  and  was  sailing 

•  7  WaUace,  672. 
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with  a  white  light,  contrary  to  the  rules  prescribed  by  the 
act  of  Congress,  '*  fixing  certain  rules  and  regulations  for 
preventing  collisions  on  the  water,"  approved  April  29th, 
1864,  and  which  made  it  her  duty  to  carry  a  green  light  on 
her  starboard  side,  and  a  red  one  on  her  larboard,  ^*  and  no 
others"  anywhere.  She  was  sailing  down  the  strait  on  a 
course  E.  by  S.,  with  the  wind  south,  and  discovered  the 
lights  of  the  Gray  Eagle  about  a  mile  ahead,  coming  up  the 
strait,  on  a  couree  of  about  W.  N.W,*  The  witnesses  dif- 
fered a  little  as  to  these  points,  but  this  was  according  to 
the  weight  of  the  testimony.  The  libel  alleged,  and  the  evi- 
dence of  all  the  libellant's  witnesses  corresponded  with  its 
statements,  that  when  the  Gray  Eagle  was  first  seen,  or  soon 
afterwards,  she  showed  a  red  light;  but  that  this  soon  dis- 
appeared; after  which  she  showed  a  green  light  until  near 
the  moment  of  the  collision,  when  she  again  showed  her  red 
light.  The  libellants  asserted  that  they  had  a  right  to  sup- 
pose that  the  Gray  Eagle  would  pass  on  the  starboard  of  the 
Perseverance ;  but  that  shortly  before  the  disaster  she  kept 
away,  and,  although  the  master  of  the  latter  called  on  her  to 
lufi'  several  times,  in  a  loud  voice,  and  at  the  same  time 
ordered  his  own  man  at  the  wheel  to  put  the  wheel  hard 
a-starboard,  the  Gray  Eagle  made  no  reply,  but  kept  on  her 
course,  and  in  less  than  two  minutes  struck  the  Persever- 
ance stem  on,  abreast  the  starboard  quarter,  with  sucli  force 
as  to  sink  her  in  about  two  minutes,  the  master  and  crew 
with  difiiculty  saving  their  lives. 

The  defence  set  up  by  the  answer  for  the  Gray  Eagle 
was,  chiefly, 

1st.  That  the  other  vessel  was  sailing  without  the  regula- 
tion lights  and  in  violation  of  the  act  of  Congress. 

2d.  That  at  a  certain  place  in  the  bay  mentioned  **a  white 
light  was  seen  about  a  mile  distant,  bearing  about  a  point 
on  the  Gray  Eagle's  port  bow,  which  was  supposed  to  be  a 
light  on  shore,  or  upon  a  vessel  at  anchor;  that  the  Gray 
Eagle  was  then  kept  away  about  a  point  and  steadied  on  her 

*  A  diagram  on  page  609  may,  perhaps,  assist  the  non-nautical  reader  in 
understanding  the  statement. — Bsr. 
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course  to  give  berth  to  the  light;  that  ike  light  was  not  dis- 
covered  to  be  a  vessel's  light  in  motion  by  the  commanding  officer 
until  the  Perseverance  got  within  about  three  lengths  of  the  Gray 
Eagle^  the  said  light  being  then  nearly  ahead  and  to  wind- 
ward ;  that  the  .light  was  then  supposed  to  be  the  binnacle 
light  of  a  vessel  that  had  hauled  up  all  she  could  to  pass  the 
Gray  Eagle  to  windward;  that  the  mate,  not  seeing  any 
other  light,  ordered  the  helm  hard  a-port,  so  as  to  pass  ou 
the  port  side  and  keep  off  and  clear  the  stern  of  the  vessel, 
and  stepped  to  windward  of  his  vessel,  and  then  heard  for 
the  first  time  a  cry  from  the  other  vessel  to  port  the  helm 
hard  down,  but  that  it  was  too  late,  and  that  the  vessels  were 
right  together." 

It  seemed  from  the  evidence  that  the  light  on  the  Perse- 
verance was  not  reported  to  the  mate  in  charge  of  the  Gray 
Eagle  till  near  the  moment  of  collision.  The  mate  testified 
that  as  soon  as  he  saw  it  he  ordered  the  "  wheel  up;"  a  wrong 
order.  The  men  who  had  been  watching  the  light  cried  out, 
**  hard  down ;"  a  right  order,  but  not  the  one  obeyed. 

The  District  Court  dismissed  the  libel,  principally  on  the 
ground  that  the  Perseverance,  having  lost  her  lights,  ought 
to  have  lain  by  at  anchor  in  the  night  time,  and  was  ex- 
pressly prohibited  from  sailing  with  a  white  light.  The 
Circuit  Court  reversed  this  decision,  and  decreed  that  both 
vessels  were  in  fault,  and  that  the  damages  should  be  divided 
between  them.  From  this  decree  the  owners  of  the  Gray 
Eagle  appealed. 

Messrs.  Emmons  and  Vandyke^  for  the  appellants : 

Conceding  that  the  Perseverance  lost  her  regulation  lights 
by  a  vis  major^  there  was  no  compulsory  necessity  for  her  to 
have  been  under  way  in  the  night,  in  a  narrow  strait.  She 
ought  to,  and  could  have  lain  at  anchor.  If  she  must,  or 
chose  to  run,  she  should  have  hooded  her  light,  and  kept 
out  of  the  wav  of  all  other  vessels. 

She  was  guilty  of  premeditated  wrongdoing,  of  violating 
positive  law,  in  carrying,  a  light  which  she  had  no  right  to 
carry,  and  in  not  carrying  those  which,  if  she  insisted  oa 
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sailing  at  night,  she  was  bound  to  have.  This  was  the  pri- 
mal and  proximate  cause  of  the  disaster.  She  criminally 
kept  her  way  and  course,  displaying  a  lying  signal,  and  when 
a  collision  has  happened — as  collision  could  hardly  else  than 
happen — she,  then — contemptuously  putting  aside,  as  of  no 
importance,  what  it  was  that  her  white  light  indicated  and 
declared  to  the  other  vessel, — demands  damages  from  that 
other  vessel ;  a  vessel  itself  in  the  observance  of  every  re- 
quirement and  which  she  has  recklessly  misled.  This  can- 
not be  done."*"  A  party  himself  in  fault  cannot  recover  from 
any  one. 

No  fault  is  shown  on  the  part  of  the  Gray  Eagle.  The 
vessels  were  running  on  nearly  parallel  courses.  The  light 
thus  approaching  in  so  nearly  a  direct  line,  there  was  noth- 
ing to  indicate  that  it  was  in  motion,  and  the  Gray  Eagle 
supposing  it  to  be  a  light  on  shore,  or  a  vessel  at  anchor, 
kept  away  about  a  point,  and  steadied  on  her  course.  It 
was  not  discovered  to  be  the  light  of  a  vessel  in  motion, 
until  they  were  'close  aboard  one  another.  The  /ac<  that 
this  discovery  was  not  made  is  indisputable.  The  Gray 
Eagle  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  what  may  afterwards 
prove  to  have  been  an  error  or  mistake  in  orders  given  in  a 
moment  of  peril  and  danger,  and  when  the  collision  had  be- 
come inevitable  or  imminent,  nor  for  mistakes  originating 
in  or  proceeding  from  the  &nlt  of  the  other  vessel. 

Messrs.  Willey  and  Carey y  contra : 

The  fact  that  the  Perseverance,  owing  to  the  misfortune 
of  having  lost  her  regulation  lights,  had  a  light  prohibited 
to  vessels  while  sailing,  did  not  of  itself  absolve  the  Gray 
Eagle  from  the  observance  of  that  degree  of  caution,  care, 
and  nautical  skill,  which  the  exigencies  of  the  case  required. 
If  a  white  light  usually  represented  a  vessel  at  anchor,  the 
officers  and  seamen  of  the  Gray  Eagle  had  no  right  to  con- 
clude that  it  always  did.  It  was  their  duty,  from  the  moment 
the  light  was  seen,  to  have  watched  it  carefully,  in  order  to 
ascertain  from  its  bearings,  whether  the  vessel  was  in  motion 

*  Waring  v.  Clarke,  6  Howard,  465. 
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or  at  anchor.  And  if,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  nautical 
skill  and  care,  this  could  have  been  done,  and  was  omitted, 
and  this  omission  contributed  to  the  accident,  then  the  Gray 
Eagle  must  share  the  burdens  of  the  loss,  although  the  Per- 
severance was  in  fault  in  running  with  a  prohibited  light. 

Now  the  courses  of  the  vessels  at  first  were  obviously 
converging  courses.  The  Perseverance  held  her  course  of 
E.  by  S.,  closehauled,  until  the  very  instant  of  collision j  as  was 
her  duty. 


Iff. 


IH. 


s 

The  Gray  Eagle  on  discovering  our  light,  a  mile  distant, 
made  it  about  a  point  over  her  larboard  bow.  She  then 
ported  about  a  point,  to  go  to  the  right,  or  to  the  starboard 
of  our  light.  Her  course  was  thus  made  N".  W.  by  W.,  one 
point  higher  up  than  her  first  course  of  W.  N".  W.  Now  if 
the  light  had  been  stationary,  after  the  Gray  Eagle  had  laid 
her  course  so  as  to  avoid  it,  it  would  have  continued  to  bear 
over  the  larboard  bow  of  the  Gray  Eagle,  increasing  in  its 
bearings  as  the  light  was  approached;  and  this  they  must 
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have  known  would  be  the  fact  But  as  our  vessel  advanced, 
the  Gray  Eag]e  would  have  to  be  constantly  changing  her 
course  to  hold  our  light  on  her  larboard.  In  pomt  of  fact, 
as  the  result  showed  and  as  must  necessarily  have  been  the 
fact,  our  light  must  have  got  over  on  their  starboard  bow,  by 
the  advance  of  our  vessel,  and  constantly  increased  in  its 
bearings  off  the  starboard  bow  of  the  Gray  Eagle,  as  our 
vessel  advanced,  which  they  must  have  known  could  not  be 
if  the  light  was  stationary.  All  this,  with  the  least  watching 
of  the  light  after  the  first  observation  had  been  made,  would 
have  admonished  the  Gray  Eagle  that  our  light  was  moving^ 
and  that  as  she  (the  Gray  Eagle)  had  the  wind  free  and  ou 
the  larboard  side,  it  was  her  duty  to  avoid  our  vessel,  which 
had  the  wind  on  her  starboard  »ide.  And  she  would  have 
discovered  this  in  ample  time  to  have  done  so,  if  she  had  ^ 
given  any  attention  to  the  movements  of  our  light. 

Mr.  Justice  BRADLEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  appellants  in  this  court,  as  in  the  courts  below, 
strongly  relied  on  the  point,  that  the  Perseverance  was  sail- 
ing with  a  white  light  at  night,  contrary  to  the  express  prohi- 
bition of  the  statutory  regulations  in  that  behalf,  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  common  law  rule,  which  prohibits  a  recovery 
by  a  party  who  was  himself  in  fault,  and  who  contributed  to 
the  damage  sustained,  ought  to  be  applied  to  her.  But  this 
court  has  frequently  held  that  the  omission  to  exhibit  the 
proper  light,  though  a  fault  which  undoubtedly  puts  a  vessel 
primA  facie  in  the  wrong,  does  not  exempt  other  vessels  from 
the  consequences  of  negligence  on  their  part.  It  was  so  de- 
cided in  the  case  of  Chamberlain  v.  Ward.*  That  case  arose 
under  the  act  of  March  2d,  1849,  it  is  true;  but  that  act 
seems  quite  as  stringent  in  its  provisions  as  the  act  of  1864, 
and  the  court,  in  reference  to  this  question,  says:  "Failure 
to  comply  with  the  regulation,  in  case  a  collision  ensues,  is 
declared  to  be  a  fault,  and  the  offending  party  is  made  re- 
sponsible for  all  losses  or  damage  resulting  from  the  neglect; 
but  it  is  not  declared  by  that  section,  or  by  any  other  rule 

«  21  Howard,  648,  C67. 
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of- admiralty  law  in  the  jurisprudence  of  the  United  States, 
that  the  neglect  to  show  signal  lights,  on  the  part  of  one 
vessel,  discharges  the  other,  as  they  approach,  from  the  obli- 
gation to  adopt  all  reasonable  and  practicable  precautions  to 
prevent  a  collision.  Absence  of  signal  lights  in  cases  falling 
within  the  acts  of  Congress  renders  the  vessel  liable  to  the 
extent  already  mentioned,  but  it  does  not  confer  any  right 
upon  the  other  vessel  to  disregard  or  violate  the  laws  of  navi- 
gation, or  to  neglect  any  reasonable  and  practicable  precau- 
tion to  avoid  a  collision  which  the  circumstances  aiford  the 
means  and  opportunity  to  adopt."  We  are  of  opinion  that 
the  same  construction  must  be  given  to  the  act  of  1864,  and 
that  the  exhibition  of  a  prohibited  light,  as  well  as  the  omis- 
sion to  exhibit  the  proper  lights,  is  insufficient  to  relieve 
another  vessel  from  the  duty  of  observing  the  laws  of  navi- 
gation and  of  using  all  practicable  precautions  to  avoid  a 
collision.  It  is  a  fundamental  rule  of  admiralty  law  that 
where  both  parties  are  in  fault,  both  must  contribute  to 
make  good  the  damage,  and  this  rule  will  not  be  deemed  to 
be  abrogated  without  an  express  declaration  of  Congress  to 
that  eftect. 

Supposing,  then,  the  Perseverance  to  have  been  in  fault 
for  not  supplying  herself  with  red  and  green  lights,  and  for 
exhibiting  a  white  light,  or  for  not  casting  anchor  and  l^'ing 
by  till  morning,  or  for  any  other  reason  (which,  as  her  owner 
or  master  has  not  appealed,  it  is  to  be  presumed  she  was),* 
the  only  remaining  question  for  us  to  consider  is,  whether 
the  Oray  Eagle  was  also  in  fault,  so  as  to  be  chargeable  with 
contributing  to  the  collision.  This  question,  we  think,  has 
been  properly  answered  by  the  Circuit  Court.  It  is  admitted 
by  the  answer  of  the  appellants  that  the  light  of  the  Perse- 
verance was  seen  when  about  a  mile  distant,  bearing  about 
one  point  on  the  Gray  Eagle's  port  bow,  and  was  supposed 
to  be  a  light  on  shore,  or  upon  a  vessel  at  anchor;  and  that 
the  Gray  Eagle  was  kept  away  about  a  point  and  steadied  in 
her  course  to  give  berth  to  the  light;  and  that  it  was  not  dis- 

*  See  Chittenden  v.  Brewster,  2  WaUuce,  196 ;  McDonough  v.  Dannevy, 
8  DaUas,  198. 
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covered  to  be  a  vessel's  light  in  motion,  by  the  commanding 
officer,  until  the  Perseverance  was  within  about  three  lengths 
of  her.  This  is  a  very  remarkable  admission.  The  courses 
of  the  two  vessels,  after  this  light  was  seen,  roust  have  been 
at  an  angle  of  about  two  points  of  the  compass  with  each 
other,  and  it  is  demonstrable  from  all  the  evidence  taken 
together  that  the  Perseverance  must  have  passed  from  the 
Gray  Eagle's  port  bow  to  her  starboard  bow  before  the  col- 
lision took  place,  and  yet  it  is  said  that  the  commanding  officer 
did  not  discover  that  the  light  was  in  motion  until  within 
three  lengths  of  her.  The  appellees'  witnesses  all  testify 
that  the  red  light  of  the  Gray  Eagle  was  first  seen,  and  then 
disappeared,  after  which  her  green  light  only  was  seen  until 
jnst  before  the  collision.  This  shows  that  the  Perseverance 
had  crossed  the  Gray  Eagle's  course,  and  4hat  her  motion 
must  have  been  seen  had  a  proper  lookout  been  kept  on  the 
latter.  It  also  shows  that  the  Perseverance  properly  kept 
on  her  course ;  and  had  the  Gray  Eagle  kept  on  hers  the 
collision  would  not  have  occurred.  The  night  was  not  dark; 
the  sails  of  the  vessels  could  be  seen  nearly  or  quite  a  quarter 
of  a  mile.  It  seems  to  us  evident  that  there  must  have  been 
great  negligence  on  the  part  of  those  having  charge  of  the 
Gray  Eagle.  From  the  evidence  of  the  appellants'  witnesses 
it  appears  that  there  was  much  confusion  on  board  of  her 
just  as  the  collision  was  about  to  take  place.  One  of  the 
men  on  the  lookout  forward  says :  "  When  I  sung  out  to  put 
the  wheel  down,  the  mate  sung  out  to  put  the  wheel  up." 
Tbe  roan  at  the  wheel  testified  to  the  same  thing,  and  says 
that  he  obeyed  the  mate's  orders,  and  that  undoubtedly 
caused  the  collision.  Had  the  mate  been  on  the  lookout,  as 
an  officer  in  cororoand,  with  a  light  ahead,  ought  to  have 
been,  the  difficulty  would  not  have  occurred.  We  are,  there- 
fore, of  opinion  that  the  men  in  charge  of  the  Gray  Eagle 
were  delinquent  in  their  duty  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  that  this  delinquency  contributed  to  cause  the  col- 
lision in  question,  and,  as  a  consequence,  that  the  loss  should 
be  divided  between  the  parties. 

Dbcrbb  affirmed. 
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The  Washington  and  The  Gregory. 

1.  Where  a  collision  between  two  vessels  results  from  the  fault  of  both  of 
them,  a  party  sustaining  injuries  from  the  collision  may  recover  dam- 
ages against^both  vessels,  and  they  may  be  proceeded  against  in  the  same 
libel. 

2  The  damages  recovered  in  such  case  may  be  apportioned  by  the  decree 
.  equally  between  the  two  vessels ;  and  at  the  same  time  the  right  be 
reserved  to  the  libellant  to  collect  the  entire  amount  of  either  of  them 
in  case  of  the  inability  of  the  other  to  respond  for  her  portion. 

Appeals  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York* 

This  was  a  libel  in  admiralty  by  Ann  Cavan,  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  her  whilst  a  passenger  on 
board  the  ferryboat  D.  S.  Gregory,  crossing  the  Hudson 
liiver,  from  a  collision,  which  occurred  September  16th, 
1866,  between  that  boat  and  the  steamboat  George  Wash- 
ington. The  ferryboat  was  at  the  time  making  one  of  her 
regular  trips  from  her  slip  at  the  foot  of  Montgomery  Street, 
in  Jersey  City,  to  her  slip  at  the  foot  of  Desbrosses  Street,  in 
the  city  of  New  York.  The  Washington  was  an  excursion 
boat,  and  was  bound  from  the  pier  at  the  foot  of  Christopher 
Street  to  Barclay  Street,  in  New  York,  intending  to  proceed 
thence  down  the  bay.  The  ferryboat  was  crossing  the  river 
diagonally,  and  moving  at  the  rate  of  between  nine  and  ten 
miles  an  hour.  The  steamboat  was  going  down  the  river  at 
the  rate  of  twelve  miles  an  hour,  distant  about  two  hundred 
yards  from  the  piers  in  New  York.  The  collision  took  place 
in  thB  morning,  between  the  hours  of  ten  and  eleven.  The 
weather  wiis  clear  at  the  time,  and  the  river  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  collision  quite  free  of  boats  of  all  kinds.  In  the 
courts  below,  and  in  this  court,  each  vessel  endeavored  to 
throw  the  blame  of  the  collision  upon  the  other.  The  Dis- 
trict Court  and  the  Circuit  Court  held  that  the  collision  was 
caused  by  the  fault  of  both  vessels ;  that  each  was  endeavor- 
ing to  cross  the  bows  of  the  other,  and  to  force  the  other  to 
pass  under  her  stem.  The  libellant  was  at  the  time  on  her 
way  to  New  York  to  attend  church,  the  day  being  Sunday.. 
VOL.  IX.  88 
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The  injuries  she  received  from  the  collision  were  of  the  most 
serious  character,  resulting  in  permanent  disability.  The 
District  Court  awarded  her  ten  thousand  dollars  damages, 
to  be  recovered  against  both  vessels.  The  Circuit  Court 
affirmed  the  decree,  but  added  to  it  that  the  da^iages  should 
be  equally  apportioned  between  the  two  vessels;  that  upon 
the  payment  by  the  claimants  of  one  vessel  of  one-half  of  the 
damages  and  costs,  with  interest  and  charges,  proceedings 
against  her  for  the  collection  of  the  residue  should  be  stayed 
until  execution  for  such  residue  against  the  claimants  of  the 
other  vessel  was  returned  unsatisfied,  or  until  it  otherwise 
appeared  that  the  libellant  was  unable  to  collect  the  residue 
of  them  by  process  from  the  court.  The  decree  also  gave 
the  parties  liberty  to  apply  to  the  court,  if  occasion  should 
require,  touching  the  enforcement  of  the  decree. 
The  claimants  of  both  vessels  appealed  to  this  court 

Mr.  Sidney  Webster^  for  the  claimants  of  the  Gregory.  Mr. 
Charles  Donohue,  for  the  claimants  of  the  Washington.  Messrs. 
Adams  and  Van  Sandvoord,  for  the  libellanL 

Mr.  Justice  FIELD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  extent  and  character  of  the  injuries  sustained  by  the 
libellant  are  not  disputed ;  and  we  do  not  think  the  amount 
at  which  her  damages  were  assessed  by  the  District  Court, 
and  which  was  approved  by  the  Circuit  Court,  at  all  exces- 
sive. At  the  time  the  collision  occurred  the  libellant  was  on 
her  way  to  the  city  of  New  York  to  attend  public  worship, 
and  was  seated  in  the  ladies'  cabin,  a  few  feet  from  the  fo^ 
ward  end.  The  bow  of  the  Washington  struck  the  ferry- 
boat n^ar  where  she  was  seated,  and  passed  through  the 
cabin,  tearing  up  the  planks  and  timbers,  and  the  inner  par- 
tition separating  it  from  the  track  of  the  wagonway,  carry- 
ing the  libellant  through  on  to  the  track,  and  hurling  upou 
her  the  loosened  planks  and  timbers.  Her  left  leg  wa^ 
broken,  and  the  ankle  sprained..  Both  bones  of  the  right 
leg  received  three  distinct  fractures  between  the  ankle  and 
knee,  and  the  lower  part  of  the  leg  bone  was  crushed.    Her 
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right  cheek  and  ear  and  the  back  of  her  head  were  cut,  and 
severe  bruises  were  inflicted  upon  her  body.  From  the  in- 
juries received  she  was  unable  for  several  weeks  to  assist 
herself,  and  required  constant  attention,  suffering  all  the 
time  intense  pain.  At  the  trial  in  the  District  Court,  more 
than  a  year  after  the  accident  occurred,  she  could  not  move 
without  pain,  and  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  surgeon  who  at- 
tended her  that  she  is  permanently  disabled.  We  do  not 
think,  therefore,  that  any  just  objection  can  be  made  to  the 
amount  found. 

The  principal  question  made  in  the  courts  below  was, 
whether  the  libellant  was  entitled  to  recover  against  both 
of-  the  vessels,  or  only  against  one  of  them ;  and  if  only 
against  one  of  them,  which  one ;  and  this  question  depends 
for  its  solution  upon  the  further  question,  whether  the  col- 
lision resulted  from  the  fault  of  only  one  of  the  vessels,  or 
from  the  fault  of  both  of  them. 

The  libellant  alleges  that  the  collision  was  caused  by  the 
negligence,  want  of  skill,  and  improper  conduct  of  the  per- 
sons navigating  both  of  the  vessels. 

The  claimants  of  the  Gregory  contend  that  the  collision 
was  caused  by  the  attempt  of  the  Washington  to  continue 
her  course  and  cross  the  bow  of  the  Gregory  after  the  latter, 
as  they  allege,  had  ported  her  helm  so  as  to  head  to  the  New 
York  shore  and  pass  to  the  right  of  the  Washington,  and 
had  blown  two  blasts  of  her  whistle,  at  short  intervals  be- 
tween them,  as  signals  to  the  Washington  of  the  course  she 
intended  to  take. 

The  claimants  of  the  Washington,  on  the  other  hand,  im- 
pute the  collision  to  the  deviation  of  the  Gregory  from  her 
usual  course,  which  they  contend  would  have  taken  her 
under  the  stern  of  the  Washington,  and  her  attempt  to  cross 
the  bow  of  the  Washington  after  the  latter  had  indicated, 
as  they  allege,  by  two  blasts  of  her  whistle,  that  she  was 
going  ahead  of  the  Gregory. 

We  have  looked  into  the  evidence  presented  by  the  parties 
with  much  care.  As  in  nearly  all  collision  cases,  it  is,  in 
some  respects,  conflicting,  but,  in  our  judgment,  shows  that 
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both  vessels  were  in  fault.  The  collision  occurred  in  open 
day,  between  the  hours  of  ten  and  eleven  in  the  morning. 
The  weather  at  the  time  was  clear,  and  the  vessels  were  in 
full  sight  of  each  other  from  a  distance  of  several  hundred 
yards  until  they  collided.  The  Washington  was  moving  at 
the  rate  of  twelve  miles  an  hour,  going  down  the  river,  about 
two  hundred  yards  from  the  piers  on  the  New  York  side. 
The  Gregory  was  moving  at  the  rate  of  between  nine  and 
ten  miles  an  hour,  crossing  the  river  diagonally.  Neither  of 
the  vessels  paid  any  attention  to  the  signals  given  by  the 
other,  but  each  continued  on  her  course  without  waiting  for 
a  response,  or  coming  to  an  understanding  with  the  other 
vessel  as  to  her  course,  and  neither  attempted  to  slacken  her 
speed  until  too  late  to  prevent  the  collision.  We  agree  with 
the  Circuit  Court  that  neither  pilot  nor  master  of  either 
vessel  could  have  been  taken  by  surprise  at  the  meeting  of 
the  vessels,  as  each  must  have  seen  that  the  courses  adopted 
and  pursued  necessarily  led  to  it,  and  also  that  those  courses 
were  deliberately  pursued  by  the  pilot  and  master  of  each 
with  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  other  vessel  to  change 
her  course. 

We  do  not  feel  called  upon  to  vindicate  our  conclusions 
by  citations  from  the  evidence,  which  fills  over  one  hundred 
and  thirty  printed  pages  of  the  record.  The  citations  would 
illustrate  no  principle,  and  serve  no  useful  purpose. 

Both  vessels  being  in  fault,  both  were  liable  to  the  libel- 
lant,  and  both  could  be  proceeded  against  in  the  same  libel. 
The  damages  were  properly  apportioned  equally  between 
the  two  vessels,  the  right  being  reserved  to  the  libellant  to 
collect  the  entire  amount  of  either  of  them,  in  case  of  the 
inability  of  the  other  to  respond  for  her  portion.* 

Dbcrbb  affirmed. 


*  The  Steamer  New  Philadelphia,  1  Black,  63. 
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Thb  Keokuk. 

1.  The  law  creates  no  maritime  lien  on  a  vessel  as  security  for  the  perform- 

ance of  a  contract  to  transport  a  cargo,  unless  some  contract  of  affreight- 
ment has  been  made. 

2.  Sach  a  contract  cannot  be  implied  against  a  transportation  company  ^om 

the  fact  that  a  man  has  loaded  a  barge  belonging  to  the  company,  by 
means  of  his  own  men,  without  any  knowledge  by  the  company  of  what 
he  has  done,  and  then  delivered  bills  of  lading  to  the  agent  of  a  steamer 
of  the  line,  the  agent  at  the  moment  being  very  much  engaged  with 
other  matters,  just  before  the  steamer,  which  it  was  expected  by  the 
shipper  would  tow  the  barge,  sets  off;  no  sufficient  statement  being 
made  by  the  shipper,  when  so  delivering  the  bills,  what  bills  they  are, 
and  the  agent  himself  having  no  knowledge  of  what  has  been  done  in 
the  particular  case,  nor  of  the  contents  of  the  bills. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Wis- 
consin; the  case  being  this: 

The  La  Crosse  and  Minnesota  Steam  Packet  Company 
were,  during  the  year  1865,  owners  of  the  steamer  Eeokuk 
and  of  several  barges,  including  one  named  the  Farley,  which 
were  running  on  the  Mississippi  River  between  La  Crosse 
and  Winona,  and  engaged  in  carrying  freight  On  the  28d 
of  October,  in  that  year,  the  Keokuk  towed  the  barge  Far- 
ley to  Winona,  and  left  her  moored  at  the  dock  at  that 
place,  not  however  in  any  one's  charge.  On  the  27th,  at 
about  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  one  Robson,  a  shipper 
at  Winona,  getting  on  the  barge,  took  her  to  the  elevator 
near  by,  and  with  his  own  men,  loaded  her  with  wheat  to 
be  shipped  to  La  Crosse.  He  did  not  ask  permission  of 
the  master  of  the  Keokuk  to  load  the  barge,  nor  inform 
either  him  or  any  other  person  of  his  intention  to  load  her. 
He  bad,  however,  previously,  at  times,  taken  possession  of 
barges  and  loaded  them,  and  they  were  afterwards  towed 
by  the  packet  company  to  La  Crosse ;  he  had  done  this  by 
permission  of  the  officers  of  the  packet  company,  but  had 
never  had  permission  to  do  it  from  the  captain  then  in  com- 
mand of  the  Keokuk. 

The  Keokuk  did  not  arrive  at  Winona  from  La  Crosse 
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that  night  until  after  dark.  The  night  was  a  very  stormy 
night,  and  it  was  snowing  hard.  The  vessel  landed  at  what 
was  known  as  the  lower  landing,  about  fitly  rods  from  the 
elevator,  where  the  barge  then  was,  and  after  unloading  put 
off  again  at  about  twelve  o'clock  at  night  for  La  Crosse. 
While  the  boat  was  laying  where  she  was,  the  bookkeeper 
of  Robson  came  to  her  second  clerk,  who  was  "  very  busy 
checking  off  freight,"  in  the  dark  in  the  storm,  a  lantern  in 
one  hand  and  his  book  in  the  other,  and  handed  to  him  two 
papers,  saying,  "Here  are  the  bills  of  that  barge."  The 
clerk  took  them  with  some  assenting  remark,  and  put  them 
in  his  pocket  without  opening  them ;  "  so  that  the  rain  should 
not  spoil  them."  There  was  no  explanation  what  bills  the 
bills  were,  and  nothing  further  took  place  between  the  par- 
ties. No  book  was  presented  to  the  clerk  to  sign  and  no 
receipts  asked  for.  This  clerk  subsequently  laid  the  bills 
on  the  first  clerk's  desk  in  the  boat,  the  place  where  he 
usually  put  bills.  He  was  not  positive,  but  he  thought  that 
when  he  put  them  there  he  said  to  the  firat  clerk,  "  Here  are 
those  bills."  He  did  not  himself  know  their  contents.  No 
other  notice  than  that  already  mentioned  was  given  to  the 
oflicers  of  the  boat  that  the  barge  had  been  loaded,  and  none 
of  the  officers  were  aware  of  the  loading  of  the  barge  until 
they  were  one-third  of  the  way  back  to  La  Crosse.  The 
papers  were  then  discovered  to  be  memorandum  bills  of 
lading  of  the  barge.  The  barge  was  not  watched  by  Rob- 
son,  and  in  the  morning  it  was  found  sunk  at  the  dock  where 
he  had  left  it.  Thereupon  Robson  filed  a  libel  in  the  District 
Court  of  Wisconsin  against  the  steamer,  the  barge,  and  the 
packet  company,  charging  that  the  barge  was  unseaworthy, 
and  that  the  cargo  was  lost  by  carelessness  of  the  master  and 
officers  of  the  steamers.  There  was  no  proof  to  sustain  the 
charge  of  unseaworthiness. 

The  District  Court  decreed  for  the  libellant ;  the  Circuit 
Court  affirmed  the  decree.    The  packet  company  appealed. 

Mr,  J.  W.  Cary,  for  the  appeUani : 

The  law  creates  no  lien  on  a  vessel  as  a  security  for  the 
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performance  of  a  contract  to  transport  a  cargo,  until  a  cargo 
is  shipped  ander  it.  In  Vandewater  v.  MillSj*  this  court  says: 
^^  Maritime  liens  are  stricti  juriSj  and  will  not  be  extended  by 
construction.  The  obligation  between  the  ship  and  cargo  is 
mutual  and  reciprocal,  and  does  not  take  place  till  the  cargo 
is  delivered  on  board/'  Now  here  there  was  no  sufficient 
delivery. 

Mr.  Emmons,  contra : 

The  rule,  as  laid  down  by  this  court,  in  the  case  cited  by 
Mr.  Cary,  is  explained  by  it  in  Brdkley  v.  The  Naumkeag  Steam 
Cotton  Company.^  There  the  master  receipted  for  a  hundred 
bales  of  cotton,  to  be  carried  on  his  vessel,  and  placed  it  on 
a  lighter,  of  which  he  had  control,  to  be  transferred  from  the 
warehouse  in  the  city  of  Mobile,  to  his  vessel,  lying  outside 
the  bar.  The  cotton  was  lost  by  fire  on  the  lighter  before 
reaching  the  vessel.  It  was  held  that  a  delivery  of  the  cotton 
to  the  lighterman  was  a  delivery  to  the  master,  and  bound 
the  vessel. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  a  principle  of  maritime  law  that  the  owner  of  the 
cargo  has  a  lieu  on  the  vessel  for  any  injury  he  may  sustain  by 
the  fault  of  the  vessel  or  the  master;  but  the  law  creates  no 
lien  on  a  vessel  as  a  security  for  the  performance  of  a  contract 
to  transport  a  cargo  until  some  lawful  contract  of  afireight- 
ment  is  made,  and  the  cargo  to  which  it  relates  has  been  de- 
livered to  the  custody  of  the  master  or  some  one  authorized 
to  receive  it.J  The  inquiry  then  arises  whether  there  was 
any  contract  to  carry  the  wheat  in  question,  and,  if  so,  was 
the  barge  containing  it  delivered  to  the  custody  of  the 
steamer?  It  is  very  clear,  had  the  steamer  taken  the  barge 
in  tow,  the  lien  would  have  attached,  although  the  bills  of 
lading  were  not  executed,  because  the  act  of  towing  the 
barge  would  be  evidence  that  the  grain  was  received,  and 

•  19  Howard,  82.  f  24  Id.  886. 

X  Schooner  Freeman  v.  Buckingham,  18  Howard,  188. 
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that  there  was  a  contract  to  carry  it  safely.  And  the  steamer 
.  would  be  equally  liable  if  the  barge  had  been  left  at  the 
landing  by  the  fault  of  the  officers  of  the  boat.  But  the 
evidence  not  only  fails  to  prove  this^  but  establishes  the  con- 
trary conclusion.  The  only  witness  on  the  part  of  the  libel- 
lant,  whose  testimony  has  any  bearing  on  the  subject,  is  his 
bookkeeper.  He  says,  that  on  the  night  in  question  he  gave 
to  the  second  clerk  of  the  steamer,  who  was  on  the  levee 
checking  freight,  two  bills  of  lading,  with  the  statement  (of 
this  he  is  not  positive),  "  These  are  the  bills  of  that  barge," 
to  which  the  clerk  made  some  assenting  remark.  But  the 
clerk  denies  that  he  knew  the  contents  of  the  papers  when 
handed  to  him,  or  that  anything  was  said  at  the  time  from 
which  he  could  infer  their  contents.  And  his  subsequent 
conduct  shows  that  the  observation  of  the  bookkeeper,  if 
any  was  made,  failed  to  arrest  his  attention ;  for  he  put  the 
papers  in  his  pocket  and  remained  on  the  levee  until  he 
had  completed  his  work,  and  afterwards,  without  examining 
them,  placed  them  in  the  condition  in  which  they  were  re- 
ceived by  him  on  the  desk  of  the  first  clerk. 

If  he  is  not  mistaken  in  his  recollection,  that  the  first  clerk 
was  present  on  the  occasion,  and  that  he  told  him  ^*  here  are 
the  bills  "  (which  is  very  doubtful  from  the  evidence),  yet 
it  is  manifest  the  first  clerk  attached  no  importance  to  the 
bills,  for  he  did  not  notice  them  until  after  daylight,  when 
the  Keokuk  was  far  on  her  way  to  La  Crosse.  Each  clerk, 
doubtless,  acted  on  the  supposition  that  the  other  knew  to 
what  particular  freight  the  bills  related,  but  it  seems  both 
were  equally  uninformed  concerning  them.  It  is  not  pre- 
tended that  in  any  other  way  than  this,  was  any  information 
conveyed  to  any  one  connected  with  the  boat  of  the  intended 
shipment  of  grain  by  the  libellant.  Neither  th%  master,  nor 
any  person  on  the  steamer,  or  in  the  employment  of  the  com- 
pany, had  notice  that  he  had  taken  the  barge  and  loaded  it 
with  grain,  or  that  he  contemplated  doing  so.  If  it  be  con- 
ceded the  course  of  business  between  the  two  parties  justi- 
fied him  in  taking  possession  of  the  barge  and  loading  it, 
without  the  direct  permission  of  the  master,  yet  it  M\&  far 


Bee.  1869.]  Thb  Ebokuk.  521 

Opinion  of  the  court. 

short  of  showing  that  the  barge,  when  loaded,  was  considered 
in  the  custody  of  the  steamer  without  notice  to  auy  of  her 
officers.  Indeed,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  suppose  the 
parties  dealt  w^ith  each  other  on  any  such  understanding,  for 
it  would  place  the  advantage  altogether  on  the  side  of  the 
shipper,  who  would  be  relieved  of  care  and  risk  as  soon  as 
the  barge  was  filled  with  grain,  and  the  master  could  exer- 
cise no  discretion  about  receiving  it. 

As  there  was,  then,  no  agreement  in  this  case  which 
changed  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties,  it  is  clear  the  steamer 
is  not  subject  to  a  maritime  lien.  The  wheat  and  barge  were, 
at  the  time  of  the  accident,  in  the  control  of  the  libellant, 
and  their  custody  was  not  changed  by  handing  unsigned  bills 
of  lading  to  the  second  clerk  of  the  steamer,  who  did  n'ot 
know  their  contents,  nor  had  any  reason  to  suppose  they  re- 
lated to  the  barge  Farley.  It  was  the  misfortune  of  the 
libellant  that  he  transacted  his  business  so  loosely,  and  if  it 
be  the  corporation  is  somewhat  to  blame  for  this,  the  steamer 
has  not  on  that  account  committed  any  fault  for  which  she 
is  chargeable  in  admiralty.  As  no  one  in  her  behalf  con- 
tracted with  the  libellant  to  transport  the  barge  to  La  Crosse, 
and  as  he  did  nothing  to  transfer  the  possession  to  the  steamer, 
the  libel  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  case  of  Bulkley  v.  Naumkeag  Cotton  Company  is  cited 
in  opposition  to  the  views  we  have  presented,  but  it  is  not 
applicable.  There  the  goods  were  delivered  to  a  lighter  in 
the  control  of  the  ship ;  here  the  shipper  took  control  of 
the  barge,  and  did  not  deliver  either  barge  or  cargo  to  the 
steamer. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  revbrsed,  and  this 
caase  is  remanded  to  that  court  with  directions  to 

Dismiss  the  libel. 
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The  Alleghany. 

A  steam  vessel  entering  a  short,  narrow,  and  artificial  channel,  in  some 
parts  shoal,  such  as  the  <*  Straight  Cut'*  at  Milwaukee,  in  which  it  is 
liable  to  meet  tugs  coming  from  the  other  end  with  tows,  is  bound  to 
exercise  caution  as  to  the  way  it  enters  and  proceeds,  and  to  have  and 
keep  itself,  both  as  to  course  and  rate  and  speed,  entirely  under  control. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Wis- 
consin. 

The  owners  of  the  schooner  Winslow  libelled  the  pro- 
peller Alleghany  in  the  District  Court  for  Wisconsin,  to  re- 
cover compensation  for  a  collision  by  which  the  schooner 
had  been  greatly  injured  and  sunk.  The  catastrophe  oc- 
curred ou  a  mild  morning  of  May,  when  there  was  no  wind, 
and  nothing  to  obstruct  the  vision  of  those  who  had  charge 
of  the  propeller,  in  what  is  known  as  the  "  Straight  Out"  at 
Milwaukee,  a  sort  of  canal  which  makes  the  harbor  entrance 
from  the  Milwaukee  River  to  Lake  Michigan,  and  of  which 
an  idea  will  perhaps  be  conveyed  by  a  diagram  on  page  52S. 

Although  the  testimony  was  in  some  particulars  very  con- 
flicting, the  controlling  facts  were  either  admitted  in  the 
answer,  or  were  satisfactorily  proved. 

The  cut  is  eleven  hundred  and  fifty  feet  in  length,  and 
about  two  hundred  and  sixty  feet  in  width  between  its  piers. 
Its  course  is  from  east  to  west,  and  it  enters  the  river  nearly 
at  right  angles.  At  its  west  end,  though  between  the  piers, 
there  is  a  bar  extending  inward  from  the  north  pier  toward 
the  middle  of  the  .cut,  and,  of  course,  reducing  the  depth  of 
the  water.  The  schooner  had  left  her  dock  in  the  river,  and 
she  was  proceeding  out  through  the  cut  into  the  lake,  in  tow 
of  the  steamtug  Muir,  and  about  twenty-five  feet  astern  of 
the  tug.  Shortly  after  leaving  the  dock  the  propeller  was 
seen  entering  the  eastern  end  of  the  cut  from  the  lake,  and 
the  tug  signalled  to  her  by  one  whistle  to  keep  to  the  star- 
board or  north  side.  To  this  signal  the  propeller  responded 
by  a  similar  signal,  thus  announcing  an  intention  to  pass  the 
tug  and  the  schooner  on  their  port  side.     A  second  signal 


Dec.  1869.] 


The  Alleghany. 


623 


Statement  of  the  case. 


to  the  same  effect  was  given  by  the  tug  when  the  vessels 
were  nearer  each  other,  bat  to  this  no  answer  was  returned. 


The  collision  took  place  shortly  after,  soon  after  the  tug  had 
entered  the  cut,  when  she  was  still  headed  toward  the  south 
pier,  and  before  she  had  been  able  to  straighten  out  ber  tow. 
The  exact  place  of  the  collision  was  not  certainly  established, 
but  it  was  clearly  south  of  the  middle  of  the  cut,  and  not  far 
from  its  western  entrance.  Its  effect  was  to  break  in  the 
bow  of  the  schooner,  and  sink  her  in  fifteen  minutes.  The 
propeller  entered  the  cut  at  a  high  rate  of  speed.  She  had 
been  racing  on  the  lake  to  reach  the  entrance  in  advance  of 
another  vessel,  and,  according  to  the  answer  made  to  the 
libel,  she  was  running  eight  miles  an  hour  when  she  entered. 
She  did  not  shut  off  her  steam  at  all  until  within  half  her 
length  of  the  piers,  and  then  only  pai*tially.     Her  steam  was 
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uot  entirely  shut  off  until  she  had  proceeded  a  considerable 
distance  within  the  cut.  She  steered  wildly,  not  obeying 
her  helm.  Her  speed  was  too  great  for  proper  steering  in 
shallow  water,  considering  her  draught.  She  kept  on,  bow- 
ever,  in  the  middle,  between  the  piers,  instead  of  stopping 
or  moving  to  the  north  side  of  the  cut,  as  she  had  signified 
her  intention  to  move  by  her  answer  to  the  tug's  signal. 

The  District  Court  decreed  against  the  propeller,  and  on 
appeal  the  Circuit  Court  did  the  same. 

Her  owners  now  appealed  to  this  court. 

No  argument  was  made  at  the  bar  for  the  appellants  ;  but  their 
counsel  had  leave  to  file  a  brief.     Mr.  EmmonSyfor  the  other  side, 

Mr.  Justice  STRO^N'G,  having  stated  the  case  much  as 
above,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

If  the  facts  of  the  case,  about  which  there  is  little,  if  any 
dispute,  be  considered,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  determining 
where  the  fault  of  the  collision  restB.  The  tug,  though  a 
steamer,  was  incumbered  with  a  tow.  She  was,  therefore, 
not  as  manageable  as  the  propeller.  She  could  uot  back,  or 
even  stop,  without  danger  of  collision  with  the  schooner. 
It  was  necessary  in  entering  the  cut  from  the  river  that  both 
the  tug  and  her  tow  should  cross  the  bow  of  the  propeller 
heading  toward  the  south  pier;  and  as  the  cut  entered  the 
river  at  nearly  right  angles,  it  was  also  necessary  for  her  to 
increase  her  speed  at  the  entrance  in  order  to  bring  the 
schooner  into  line  and  prevent  her  running  against  the  south 
pier.  The  course  of  both  the  tug  and  the  schooner  required 
to  be  changed  not  less  than  ninety  degrees  within  a  distance 
not  much  exceeding  two  hundred  feet.  All  this  was  known 
to  the  master  of  the  propeller.  His  steamer  was  entering 
the  harbor.  It  was,  of  course,  his  duty  to  move  with  great 
caution.  He  knew  that  the  entrance  was  narrow  and  diffi- 
cult, especially  if  other  vessels  were  to  be  passed.  He  knew 
that  near  the  west  end  of  the  cut  the  water  on  the  north  side 
n^as  shoal,  and  he  knew  how  much  water  the  propeller 
needed.    He  knew  also  that  at  the  west  end  a  tug  passing 
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out  to  the  lake,  with  a  tow  in  charge,  must  change  her  course 
to  the  east,  and  keep  up  her  speed  in  order  to  straighten 
out  the  tow.  What,  then,  was  his  duty  ?  Apprised,  as  he 
was  in  season,  of  the  approach  of  the  tug  and  schooner,  and 
planning,  as  the  answer  to  the  libel  avers  he  did,  to  meet 
them,  not  in  the  river,  but  between  the  harbor  piers,  it  was 
obviously  his  duty  to  avoid  the  meeting  in  that  part  of  the 
cut  where  the  propeller  could  not  go  to  the  north  side,  and 
to  make  no  attempt  to  pass  until  the  tug  could  straighten  out 
her  tow.  He  had  it  in  his  power  to  select  the  place  for  pass- 
ing. If  it  be,  as  is  now  contended,  that  the  propeller  could 
not  at  that  part  of  the  cut  go  nearer  the  north  pier,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  bar,  she  was  not  the  less  in  fault.  She  ought 
not  to  have  been  there.  She  ought  to  have  foreseen  the 
difficulty  and  guarded  against  it.  And  this  fault  was  closely 
connected  with  another.  The  propeller  entered  the  cut  at 
too  great  a  rate  of  speed.  This  increased  the  danger.  It 
brought  her  to  the  place  of  greatest  difficulty  at  the  most 
unfavorable  time  for  posing  it,  besides  making  her  un- 
manageable. It  is  true  her  engines  were  reversed  when 
she  was  in  close  proximity  to  the  schooner,  but  not  soon 
enough  to  stop  her  forward  movement  before  she  reached 
the  most  dangerous  point  in  the  channel,  not  soon  enough 
to  prevent  her  running  into  the  schooner  before  she  could 
be  straightened  out  for  her  course  through  the  cut.  It  is 
thus  manifest  that  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  miscon- 
duct of  those  in  charge  of  the  propeller. 

"We  do  not  perceive  that  the  tug  was  at  all  in  fault.  It  was 
not  in  her  power  to  stop  without  either  colliding  with  the 
schooner  or  permitting  the  schooner  to  run  upon  the  south 
pier.  At  the  time  of  the  collision  both  the  tug  and  the 
schooner  were  on  the  south  side  of  the  channel,  where  they 
had  a  right  to  be. 

Dbcbbb  affirmed  with  interest  and  costs 


n 
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The  ]^orthbrn  Belle. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  of  grain  in  balk,  in  barges  on  our  Western 

rivers,  in  the  way  now  usual,  as  distinguished  from  the  old  way  in 
sacks,  to  see  that  his  barge  is  capable  of  resisting,  without  subjecting 
the  cargo  to  injury,  all  the  external  forces  to  which  it  is  subjected  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  navigation,  including  especially  those  incident 
to  the  narrow,  crooked,  and  shallow  water,  and  the  often  changing 
courses  in  the  currents,  of  the  rivers  where  they  are ;  and  to  the  force 
with  which  the  large  steamers  which  have  them  in  tow  are  often  brought 
against  their  sides  in  landing,  as  they  do,  for  the  purposes  of  their  ordi- 
nary business,  every  few  miles  on  the  river. 

2.  The  barge  must  bo  so  tight  that  the  water  will  not  reach  the  cargo,  so 

strong  that  these  ordinary  applications  of  external  force  will  not  spring 
a  leak  or  sink  her,  so  sound  that  she  will  safely  carry  the  cargo  in  bulk 
through  these  ordinary  shocks  to  which  she  must  every  day  be  sub- 
jected. If  she  is  capable  of  this  she  is  seaworthy ;  if  she  is  not,  she  is 
unfit  for  the  navigation  of  the  river.  No  other  test  can  be  given,  and 
this  must  be  determined  by  the  facts  in  each  particular  case. 
8.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  have  his  barges  often  examined  and  thor- 
oughly inspected  so  as  to  be  sure  of  their  condition.  He  should  not 
use  a  barge  after  she  has  become  from  age  or  decay  or  injury  unfit  for 
use,  and  should  repair  them  often  and  woll,  so  long  as  they  can  by  re- 
pairing be  safely  used,  and  no  longer.  For  this  he  is  to  be  held  rigidly 
responsible. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wisconsin,  the  case 
being  this : 

The  La  Crosse  and  Minnesota  Steam  Packet  Company, 
owners  of  the  steamboat  Northern  Belle,  and  engaged  in  the 
carrying  trade  on  the  Upper  Mississippi,  undertook  to  carry 
for  a  certain  Robson,  in  their  barge  Pat  Brady,  five  thou- 
sand bushels  of  wheat  from  Ilastiug^?,  in  Minnesota,  to  La 
Crosse,  in  Wisconsin,  and  safely  deliver  the  same,  the  un- 
avoidable dangers  of  the  river  and  fire  only  excepted.  On 
the  voyage  the  barge  was  sunk  and  the  wheat  damaged,  and 
the  Home  Lisurance  Company,  which  had  given  a  policy  on 
the  wheat  and  paid  it,  filed  a  libel  in  admiralty  against  the 
steamer  and  her  barge,  to  recover  the  loss. 

The  principal  question  in  issue  was  the  seaworthiness  of 
the  barge.  The  injury  occurred  May  12th.  About  the 
latter  part  of  June  following,  after  another  accident  and  loss 
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of  a  cargo  on  the  same  barge,  she  was  placed  upon  the  ways 
for  repairs.  And  the  depositions  of  several  witnesses  who 
examined  her  carefully  at  this  time  were  now  before  the 
court.  One  of  these  witnesses  testified  that  he  found  over 
ninety  timbers  rotted  and  gone,  so  much  so  that  they  were 
not  strong  enough  to  make  a  fastening  to.  At  one  point 
there  were  four  side  timbers  rotted  out,  so  as  to  leave  about 
five  feet  without  support.  Her  floor-timber  ends  were  much 
decayed.  Another  witness  stated  that  on  one  side  he  found 
about  fifty  rotted  timbers,  some  of  them  entirely  rotted  oft*; 
on  the  other  side  about  the  same,  fifteen  or  twenty  of  them 
rotted  entirely  off^.  A  third  witness,  a  ship  carpenter,  con- 
firmed this,  testifying  that  the  effect  of  it  would  be  that  any 
strong  pressure  against  her  sides  or  bottom,  from  getting 
aground  or  surging  against  a  steamboat,  would  cause  her  to 
leak ;  an  inference  which  it  hardly  needed  a  ship  carpenter 
to  draw  for  the  court. 

The  evidence  in  the  immediate  case  showed  that  on  the 
occasion  when  the  present  catastrophe  took  place,  the  steam- 
boat was  descending  the  river  in  the  night,  when  a  slight 
shock  was  felt  on  the  barge,  so  slight  that  it  was  not  com- 
municated to  the  boat.  It  did  not  stop  or  retard  either  the 
barge  or  the  boat,  but  in  a  few  minutes  the  former  was  found 
to  be  sinking,  and  had  to  be  grounded  on  the  nearest  sand- 
bar. No  rock  or  snag  was  proved  to  be  in  the"  river  at  the 
place  where  the  shock  first  occurred. 

The  Pat  Brady  was  an  old  barge  which  had  been  formerly 
called  Port  Snelling.  But  about  a  year  before  this  catas- 
trophe, she  had  been  repaired  and  sent  forth  with  a  new 
name. 

The  District  Court  decreed  in  favor  of  the  libellant,  and 
the  Circuit  Court  affirmed  that  decree.  The  case  was  now 
brought  here  by  the  packet  company. 

Mr.  Gary y  far  the  appellant;  Mr.  JEhnmoTiSy  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
As  the  decision  of  the  cause  tunis  upon  the  fitness  of  the 
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barge  for  the  purpose  of  the  voyage,  or,  in  the  language  of 
the  admiralty,  on  its  seaworthiness  (a  question  which,  as  ap- 
plicable to  the  peculiar  condition  of  this  navigation,  is  before 
us  for  the  first  time),  we  propose  to  examine  into  some  of  the 
principles  on  which  that  question  must  be  decided. 

For  many  years  the  grain  which  was  transported  by  steam- 
boats on  the  Western  rivers  was  first  put  in  sacks,  and  then 
placed  in  the  hold  of  the  vessel,  or  if  that  was  filled,  was  laid 
around  on  the  decks.  But  as  this  commerce  in  the  cereals 
increased  in  importance,  including,  as  it  does,  the  wheat, 
corn,  rye,  oats,  barley,  &c.,  of  that  immense  agricultural  re- 
gion, it  became  a  necessity  to  have  the  freight  as  cheap  as 
.  possible.  The  cost  of  the  sacks  in  which  the  grain  was  car- 
ried, and  the  labor  of  filling  and  securing  them,  and  loading 
and  unloading,  was  a  heavy  item  in  transportation.  The 
railroads,  which  had  become  active  competitors  for  this  car- 
rying trade,  did  not  use  sacks,  but  placed  the  grain  in  bulk 
in  cars  adapted  to  the  purpose.  To  facilitate  the  loading 
and  unloading  of  grain  these  railroad  companies  introduced 
on  their  lines,  and  at  the  termini  of  their  roads  on  the  rivers, 
immense  buildings  called  grain  elevators.  In  these  build- 
ings the  grain  was  carried  by  machinery  up  into  bins,  and 
then  by  its  own  gravity  let  down  through  conductors  into 
the  cars,  which  were  thus  loaded  in  a  few  minutes.  The 
introduction'  of  this  mode  of  loading  and  carrying  grain  by 
the  railroads,  and  the  competition  which  they  presented  to 
river  transportation,  introduced  in  the  latter  the  use  of 
barges,  in  which  grain  was  carried  in  bulk,  without  sacks, 
and  loaded  from  elevators,  as  was  done  by  the  railroads. 
This  mode  of  river  transportation,  which  is  often  auxiliary 
to  the  railroads,  has  superseded  almost  entirely  the  old  mode 
of  carrying  by  sacks  in  the  hold  of  the  vessel,  and  its  present 
importance  and  future  growth  can  hardly  be  over-estimated. 
It  is,  therefore,  of  great  consequence  to  determine,  upon 
sound  principles,  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  carrier  and 
the  owner  of  the  cargo  in  these  cases,  in  regard  to  these 
barges,  so  far  as  they  are  open  for  consideration. 

The  barges  are  owned  by  the  same  persons  who  own  the 
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steamboats  by  which  they  are  propelled,  and  are  generally 
considered  as  attached  to  and  making  part  of  the  particular 
boat  in  connection  with  which  they  are  used;  though  quite 
often  an  individual  or  corporation  owning  several  boats,  run- 
ning in  a  particular  trade,  have  a  large  number  of  barges, 
which  are  taken  in  tow  by  whatever  boat  of  the  same  line 
may  be  found  most  convenient;  In  every  case,  however, 
the  barge  is  considered  as  belonging  to  the  boat  to  which 
she  is  attached  for  the  purposes  of  that  voyage. 

The  question  that  arises  in  the  case  before  us  has  reference 
to  the  extent  of  the  duty  or  obligation  which  the  law  imposes 
upon  the  owners  of  such  a  steamboat  in  regard  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  barge  in  which  grain  is  so  carried  in  bulk,  as 
to  seaworthiness  or  fitness  to  perform  the  voyage  which  her 
owners  had  undertaken  that  she  should  perform  safely,  with 
the  exception  of  the  unavoidable  dangers  of  the  river  and 
of  fire. 

This  duty  is  one  which  must  obviously  belong  exclusively 
to  the  carrier.  He  can  and  must  know,  at  his  own  peril, 
the  condition  of  the  barge  in  which  he  proposes  to  carry 
the  goods  of  other  people;  while  the  owner  of  the  cargo  is 
under  no  obligation  to  look  after  this  matter,  and  has  no 
means  of  obtaining  any  sure  information  if  he  should  at- 
tempt it. 

When  we  come  to  consider  what  shall  constitute  fitness 
or  unfitness  for  the  voyage  we  must  take  into  account  the 
nature  of  the  service  which  she  is  to  perform,  and  the  dan- 
gers attending  the  navigation  in  which  she  is  engaged. 
This  is  very  difierent  in  the  narrow  current  and  shallow 
water  of  the  river  from  what  it  is  in  open  seas  or  lakes  or 
their  bays  and  inlets.  The  necessities  of  river  navigation 
require  steamboats  and  barges  to  pass  through  narrow  and 
crooked  channels,  and  to  venture  on  very  shallow  water,  a 
water  which  is  constantly  varying  in  its  depth,  and  a  chan- 
nel which  often  changes  its  course 'in  a  few  days  very  ma- 
terially. The  consequence  of  this  is  that  both  steamboats 
and  barges  often  get  aground  temporarily  and  are  soon  got 
off  and  resume  their  voyage.  Often  they  rub  the  bottom  of 
VOL.  IX.  84 
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the  river  for  many  feet  on  croseing  a  sand-bar  at  low  water, 
and  paes  on  without  injnry  or  interrnption.  These  large 
steamboats,  having  a  barge  or  barges  in  tow,  lashed  to  them 
loosely,  as  they  ipnst  be,  are  often  brought  against  their  sides 
with  much  force.  They  land  for  the  purposes  of  their  ordi- 
nary business  at  every  ten  or  twelve  miles  of  their  voyage 
at  the  towns  and  landings  on  the  river,  and  in  doing  so  must 
necessarily  impinge  with  more  or  less  force  against  the  barge 
which  is  between  the  boat  and  the  shore.  These  are  the 
daily  and  hourly  external  forces  to  which  the  barge  is  sub- 
jected in  the  ordinary  course  of  navigation. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  see  that  his  barge  is  capable 
of  resisting  these  forces  without  subjecting  the  cargo  to  in- 
jury. She  must  be  so  tight  that  the  water  will  not  reach 
the  cargo,  so  strong  that  these  ordinary  applications  of  ex- 
ternal force  will  not  spring  a  leak  or  sink  her,  so  sound  that 
she  will  safely  carry  the  cargo  in  bulk  through  these  ordinary 
shocks  to  which  she  must  every  day  be  subjected.  If  she 
is  capable  of  this  she  is  seaworthy;  if  she  is  not,  she  is  unfit 
for  the  navigation  of  the  river.  No  other  test  can  be  given, 
and  this  must  be  determined  by  the  facts  in  each  particuliar 
case. 

In  the  one  now  under  consideration,  if  regard  be  had  to 
the  evidence  as  to  the  condition  of  the  Pat  Brady,  there  is 
not  much  difficulty.  [The  learned  Justice  here  recapitu- 
lated the  testimony  as  already  given  as  to  the  condition  of 
the  boat.]  It  is  argued  by  the  claimants  that  the  barge 
struck  a  sunken  rock  or  snag  with  such  force  as  to  tear  open 
her  planks,  and  that  the  sinking  was  one  of  the  unavoidable 
dangers  of  the  river.  But  without  attempting  any  nice  criti- 
cism of  that  phrase,  we  are  entirely  satisfied  that  there  was 
no  shock  or  force  which  a  strong,  well-built  barge  would  not 
have  sustained  without  injury.  The  slight  character  of  the 
shock,  the  rotten  condition  of  the  barge,  the  additional  fact 
that  she  was  an  old  barge  which  had  been  repaired  and  had 
her  name  changed  a  year  or  so  before  the  accident,  all  prove 
this.  No  snag  or  rock  was  proved  to  exist  there.  It  was, 
in  all  probability,  an  ordinary  rub  over  a  sand-bar,  \^hich  the 
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barge,  in  her  decayed  condition,  could  not  stand  without 
leaking. 

Dbobbb  affirmed. 


United  States  v.  Padblford. 

1.  Claimants  under  the  Captured  and  Abandoned  Property  Act,  of  March 

12th,  1868,  are  not  deprived  of  the  benefits  of  that  act  becanse  of  aid 
and  comfort  not  volantarily  given  by  them  to  the  rebeUion. 

2.  But  voluntarily  executing  as  surety,  through  motives  of  personal  friend* 

ship  to  the  principals,  the  official  bonds  of  persons  acting  as  quarter- 
masters or  as  assistant  commissaries  in  the  rebel  array,  w^  giving  aid 
and  comfort  to  the  rebellion ;  although  the  principals,  by  their  appoint- 
ment to  the  offices  named,  escaped  active  military  service,  and  were 
enabled  to  remain  at  home  in  the  discharge  of  their  offices  respectively. 

8.  Taking  possession  of  a  city  by  the  National  forces  was  not,  of  itself,  and 
without  some  actual  seizure  of  it  in  obedience  to  the  orders  of  the  com- 
manding general,  a  capture,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  of  the  cotton 
which  happened  to  be  in  the  city  at  the  time  of  the  entry  of  the  forces. 

4.  Hence,  where  prior  to  any  such  seicure  an  owner  of  cotton,  who,  though 
opposed  to  the  rebellion,  had  given  aid  and  comfort  to  it  to  the  extent 
above-mentioned,  but  was  not  within  any  of  the  classes  excepted  by  the 
President's  proclamation  of  December  8th,  1868,  and  in  regard  to  whose 
property  in  the  cotton  no  rights  of  third  persons  had  intervened — took 
the  oath  prescribed  by  that  act  and  kept  it — Held,  after  a  seizure  an4 
sale  of  the  cotton  by  the  government,  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  net  pro- 
ceeds as  given  to  loyal  owners  under  the  Abandoned  and  Captured 
Property  Act.  Having  been  pardoned,  his  offence,  in  executing  the^ 
^    bonds,  could  not  be  imputed  to  him. 

Appbal  from  the  Court  of  Claims.  That  court  had  found 
the  following  case: 

That  among  the  citizens  of  Georgia  during  the  late  rebel- 
lion was  one  Edward  Padelfbrd.  That  he  never  gave  any 
voluntary  aid  or  comfort  to  the  late  rebellion  or  to  persons 
engaged  therein ;  but  "  consistently  adhered  to  the  United 
States/'  unless  the  matter  of  certain  special  facts  constituted 
in  law  such  aid  and  comfort.  The  special  facts  were  these : 
'*  In  April,  1861,  after  the  breaking  out  of  the  rebellion,  a 
subscription  for  a  loan  of  $15,000,000  to  the  Confederate 
government  was  opened  in  the  city  of  Savannah,  and  all 
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persons  were  expected  and  required  to  subscribe  to  it  who 
were  able  to  do  so,  and  declarations  and  threats  were  pub* 
licl  J  made,  that  all  who  did  not  subscribe  voluntarily  should 
be  made  to  subscribe.  These  threat-s  were  openly  made  at 
the  place  of  subscription,  and  by  persons  influential  with 
the  populace.  Padelford's  name  was  mentioned,  his  absence 
was  remarked  upon,  and  inquiries  were  made  as  to  where 
he  was;  and  it  was  publicly  threatened  that  if  the  Marine 
Bank,  of  which  he  was  a  director,  did  not  subscribe  liberally, 
it  should  be  pulled  down.  Padelford  was  informed  of  these 
things,  and  advised  to  subscribe  to  the  loan  because  of  them, 
by  friends,  loyal  as  well  as  rebel ;  and  under  these  threats 
and  the  pressure  of  circumstances  stated,  he  subscribed 
$5000  to  the  loan,  and  declared  he  did  it  unwillingly  and 
because  of  the  public  excitement,  and  he  sold  out  the  stock 
he  had  subscribed  for  in  two  weeks  after. 

"  The  Marine  Bank  of  the  city  of  Savannah  was,  in  1861, 
under  the  direction  of  Northern  men,  and  Padelford  was 
one  of  its  most  influential  directors  and  largest  atockholders. 
When  the  other  banks  of  Savannah  increased  their  <;apital 
stock,  and  lent  their  funds  to  the  aid  of  the  Confederacy  by 
exchanging  them  for  Confederate  notes  and  securities,  the 
Marine  Bank  objected  to  doing  so,  and  instead,  contracted 
its  business  for  its  own  security.  This  conduct  and  the 
known  loyalty  of  many  of  the  directors  of  the  bank  sub- 
jected it  to  public  odium,  and  it  was  nicknamed  the  Yankee 
Bank.  At  the  time  the  subscription  to  the  loan  was  opened 
in  Savannah  the  political  excitement  was  at  its  highest  point, 
and  it  was,  as  has  been  stated,  publicly  threatened  that  if  the 
bank  did  not  subscribe  liberally  it  should  be  pulled  down. 
Under  these  threats  and  the  pressure  of  the  circumstances 
stated,  the  bank  subscribed  $100,000  to  the  Confederate 
loan.  This  was  the  least  it  could  subscribe  according  to  its 
capital ;  and  its  refusal  to  subscribe  would  have  endangered 
the  bank  and  its  directors;  but  Padelford  opposed  the  loan 
made,  and  from  that  time  absented  himself  for  the  most 
part  from  the  meetings  of  the  directors,  on  the  ground  that 
the  course  of  the  bank  was  controlled  by  outside  pressure." 
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In  addition  to  these  facts,  the  Court  of  Claims  found  that 
Padelford,  during  the  rebellion  and  prior  to  October,  1868, 
"  voluntarily  executed"  as  surety  three  different  bonds,  con- 
ditioned for  the  performance  by  the  different  principals  of 
their  duties — one  as  commissary  of  the  rebel  army;  one  as 
assistant  commissary,  and  one  as  assistant  quartermaster; 
that  all  the  principals  in  these  bonds  were,  and  for  some  years 
had  been,  respectively,  intimate  personal  friends  of  Padel- 
ford ;  that  two  of  the  principals  were  within  the  term&  of 
the  conscription  acts  pending  or  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  their  several  bonds,  and  that  by  their  appoint- 
ment to  office  they  escaped  active  military  service  in  the 
field,  and  were  enabled  to  remain  at  their  homes  in  office 
respectively;  and  that  Padelford  was  induced  to  execute  the 
bonds  by  motives  of  personal  friendship  and  regard  for  the 
several  principals. 

So  far  the  findings  of  the  court  as  to  the  loyalty  of  Padel- 
ford. 

An  act  of  July  17th,  1862,*  having  by  its  thirteenth  section 
authorize.d  the  President  at  any  time  thereafter,  by  procla- 
mation, to  extend  to  persons  who  might  have  participated 
in  the  i^bellion,  pardon  and  amnesty,  with  such  exceptions 
and  at  such  time,  and  on  such  conditions  as  he  might  deem 
expedient  for  the  public  welfare.  President  Lincoln  did,  by 
proclamation  dated  December  8th,  1863,t  make  known  to  all 
persons  who  had  directly  or  by  implication,  thus  participated, 
with  some  exceptions  specified,  that  on  their  taking  a  cer- 
tain oath,  the  form  of  which  his  proclamation  set  forth,  and 
thenceforth  keeping  and  maintaining  it  inviolate,  ^^a  full 
pardon  was  thereby  granted  to  them  and  each  of  them,  with 
restoration  of  all  rights  of  property,  except  as  to  slaves,  and 
in  property  cases  where  rights  of  third  parties  shall  have  in- 
tervened." 

About  a  year  after  this  proclamation,  that  is  to  say  on  the 
21st  December,  1864,  the  city  of  Savannah  was  captured  by 
the  government  forces  under  General  Sherman*;  Padelford 

•  12  SUt.  at  Large,  692.  f  18  Id.  787. 
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and  one  Mott  being  owners,  at  the  time,  of  a  large  amount 
of  cotton  in  store  there.  On  the  18th  of  January,  1865,  and, 
as  the  Court  of  Claims  found,  before  any  actual  seizure  or 
taking  possession  of  the  property  in  question  by  the  military, 
otherwise  than  by  the  capture  of  the  city,  Padelford,  in  due 
form  of  law,  took  and  subscribed  the  oath  of  amnesty  and 
allegiance  to  the  United  States  government  prescribed  by 
the  President's  proclamation  issued  in  pursuance  of  the  act ; 
he  fiot  having  been,  as  to  his  person  or  property,  within  the 
exceptions  of  the  proclamation ;  and  he  thenceforth  complied 
with  all  the  requirements  and  conditions  named  in  the  act 
and  proclamation,  and  kept  and  maintained  his  oath  of  alle- 
giauge  and  amnesty  inviolate.  After  Padelford  thus  took 
the  oath,  the  cotton  was  taken  possession  of  by  the  military 
authorities,  and  by  them  turned  over  to  the  proper  agents 
of  the  United  States  treasury,  under  whose  direction  it  was 
transported  to  New  York  and  sold,  and  the  net  proceeds, 
amounting  to  $246,277,  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  United 
States.  Padelford  and  Mott,  now,  March,  1866,  filed  a  peti- 
tion in  the  Court  of  Claims  to  have  these  proceeds;  their 
petition  being  founded  on  the  act  of  March  12th,  1868'^ — 
entitled  "  An  act  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  abandoned 
property,  &c.,  in  insurrectionary  districts  within  the  United 
States,''  and  which  provided  as  follows : 

''  Any  person  claiming  to  have  been  the  owner  of  any  such 
abandoned  or  captured  property  may,  at  any  time  within  two 
years  after  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  prefer  his  claim  to 
the  proceeds  thereof  in  the  Court  of  Claims ;  and  on  proof  to 
the  satisfaction  of  said  court  (1)  of  his  ownership  of  said  prop- 
erty, (2)  of  his  right  to  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  (3)  that  he 
has  never  given  any  aid  or  comfort  to  the  present  rebellion,  re> 
ceive  the  residue  of  such  proceeds,  after  the  deduction  of  any 
purchase-money  which  may  have  been  paid,  together  with  the 
expense  of  transportation  and  sale  of  said  property,  and  any 
other  lawful  expenses  attending  the  disposition  thereof/* 

After  the  petitioners  had  filed  their  claim,  Congress  by  an 

«  12  Stat,  at  Large,  820. 
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act  of  June  25th,  1868,*  enacted  *'  that  whenever  it  shall  be 
material  in  any  suit  or  claim  before  any  court  to  ascertain 
whether  any  person  did  or  did  not  give  any  aid  or  comfort 
to  the  late  rebellion,  the  claimant  or  party  asserting  the  loy- 
alty of  such* person  to  the  United  States,  during  such  rebel- 
lion, shall  be  required  to  prove  affirmatively  that  such  person 
did,  during  said  rebellion,  constantly  adhere  to  the  United 
States,  and  did  give  no  aid  or  comfort  to  persons  engaged  in 
said  rebellion." 

The  petitioners  were  permitted  to  sever  in  their  claim, 
and  to  sue  severally  for  their  respective  interests.  And  in 
the  suit  of  Padelford  judgment  was  rendered  in  his  favor  for 
one-half  ($123,138)  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  cotton.  From 
this  judgment  the  United  States  appealed. 

The  view  of  the  court  was,  as  matter  of  law,  that  Padel- 
ford's  conduct  prior  to  the  capture  of  the  city,  did  not  con- 
stitute the  giving  of  aid  or  comfort  to  the  rebellion,  or  to 
persons  engaged  in  the  rebellion  within  the  provisions  of  the 
acts  of  March  12th,  1863,  and  June  25th,  1868,  and  did  not 
bar  him  from  recovering  in  this  action  the  net  proceeds  of 
the  property  in  question.  And  apparently  that  if  it  had,  he 
was  entitled  to  recover,  having  taken  the  oath  and  been 
loyal  afterwards. 

Mr.  J.  S.  Hale,  special  counsel  of  ike  United  States : 

1.  The  Abandoned  and  Captured  Property  Act  provides 
that  the  claimant  shall  prove  ^^  that  he  has  never  given  any 
aid  or  comfort  to  the  rebellion."  And  the  subsequent  act, 
that  he  shall  ^^  prove  affirmatively "  that  he  '^  did  during 
said  rebellion  consistently  adhere  to  the  United  States,  and 
did  give  no  aid  or  comfort  to  persons  engaged  in  said  rebel- 
lion." The  findings  of  the  court  come  short  of  these  re- 
quirements. In  each  case  the  words  of  the  statute  are  care- 
fully chosen,  and  this  prescribed  form  of  words  cannot  be 
supplied  by  the  general  averment  that  the  claimant  did 
^  consistently  adhere  to  the  United  States." 


•  {  8,  16  SUt.  at  Large,  75. 
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2.  The  facts  found  by  the  court,  in  regard  to  the  induce- 
ments to  the  claimant  for  making  the  contribution  of  (5000 
to  the  Confederate  loan,  do  not  excuse  the  complainant  from 
the  consequences  of  his  act.  The  finding  of  the  court  only 
amounts,  in  substance,  to  the  fact  that  there  was  popular 
enthusiasm  and  popular  clamor  in  behalf  of  the  subscription 
to  this  loan.  This  is  not  the  force,  coercion,  or  putting  in 
fear  which  the  layr  recognizes  as  an  excuse  for  the  commis- 
sion of  an  offence,  or  for  the  performance  of  a  forbidden  act 
Such  an  act  can  only  be  excused  on  the  ground  of  fear,  pro- 
ceeding from  an  immediate  and  actual  danger  threatening 
the  very  life  of  the  party.* 

The  contribution  by  the  Marine  Bank  of  $100,000  to  the 
Confederate  loan  is  of  the  same  character,  and  the  claimant 
is  chargeable  as  a  participator  in  that  loan.  He  was  ^^  one 
of  its  most  influential  directors  and  largest  stockholders.'' 
It  is  found  by  the  court  below  that  he  opposed  the  loan,  but 
not  that  he  persistently  and  to  the  end^^efused  to  be  a  party 
to  it.     On  the  contrary,  his  final  assent  is  fully  implied. 

However  this  may  be,  the  obligations  which  the  claimant 
entered  into  as  surety  in  the  bonds,  and  by  which  he  aided 
to  place  men  in  the  actual  military  service  of  the  rebellion, 
and  to  effect  and  maintain  the  organization  of  the  rebel 
armies,  and  thereby  enable  them  the  more  efiiciently  to 
prosecute  the  war  against  the  United  States,  certainly  af- 
forded aid  and  comfort  to  the  rebellion.  And  these  acts  of 
the  claimant  are  found  by  the  court  to  have  been  voluntary 
acts.  The  inducements  or  motives  found  not  only  do  not 
detract  from  the  voluntary  character  of  the  claimant's  acts, 
but  aflSrm  their  voluntary  character.  It  was  from  motives 
of  personal  friendship  to  his  several  principals — ^the  rebel 
officers  in  question — that  these  acts  were  done. 

8.  The  taking  of  the  amnesty  oath  by  the  claimant,  in 
January,  1865,  after  the  capture  of  Savannah,  does  not  re- 
lieve him  from  the  disability  effected  by  the  statutes.    By 

•  United  States  v.  Vigol,  2  DaUas,  846;  United  SUtee  v.  HaskeU,  4 
Washington's  Circuit  Court,  402,  406. 


Dec.  1869.]      United  States  v,  Padblford.  687 

opinion  of  the  court. 

that  capture  the  cotton  was  captured.  It  was  the  only  cap* 
ture  of  it  that  could  be  made.  The  rights  of  the  United 
States  in  respect  to  the  property  were  fixed  and  vested  by  it, 
and  no  subsequent  act  of  the  claimant  could  operate  to  re- 
vest the  title  in  himself. 

The  cotton  having  been  captured  in  fact,  the  claimant,  by 
his  petition,  places  himself  on  the  distinct  issue  that  he  never 
gave  aid  or  comfort  tQ  the  rebellion.  The  exclusion  of  the 
claimants  from  the  Court  of  Claims,  by  reason  of  acts  of  dis- 
loyalty under  the  statutes,  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty 
which  could  be  remitted  by  the  Executive  power  of  pardon 
and  amnesty.  The  statutes  in  question  are  not  penal  stat- 
utes. They  do  not  purport  to  inflict  a  penalty  or  punish- 
ment for  a  crime.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Claims 
is  purely  statutory;  and  when  Congress,  in  providing  for 
claims  growing  out  of  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  deems  it  just 
and  proper  to  provide  that  such  claims  shall  not  be  enter- 
tained by  that  court,  except  by  those  who  satisfy  the  court 
by  proof  that  they  have  had  no  part  or  lot  in  the  support  or 
prosecution  of  such  rebellion,  such  a  limitation  cannot  be 
removed  by  Executive  action.  The  power  of  pardon  and 
amnesty,  under  the  Constitution,  or  under  the  act  of  1862, 
is  merely  to  relieve  from  the  penalties  of  guilt.  "  Amnesty  *' 
may,  perhaps,  have  a  wider  effect  than  pardon,  and  wipe  out 
the  evidence  of  the  fact,  so  that  it  could  not  be  alleged  and 
proved  by  another,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  party  amnestied. 
But  here  the  party  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Claims  is  required  to  prove  aflirmatively 
the  fact  that  he  never  did  certain  acts;  to  prove  it  as  an 
historical  fact,  not  a  constructive  one.  And  here  the  find- 
ing of  the  court  below  establishes  that  the  actual  historical 
fistct  is  the  other  way. 

Messrs.  Carlisle  and  McPherson^  contra. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  Captured  and  Abandoned  Property  Act  of  March 
12th,  1863,  under  which  the  claim  in  this  case  was  made, 
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has  been  frequently  under  the  consideration  of  the  court. 
In  the  several  cases  decided  during  this  term,  and  especially 
in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Andersoriy^  it  has  been  held  to 
be  remedial  in  its  nature,  requiring  such  a  liberal  construc- 
tion as  will  give  effect  to  the  beneficent  intention  of  Con- 
gress. That  intention  was  that  all  property  captured  or 
found  abandoned  during  the  war,  after  the  date  of  the  law, 
should  be  turned  into  money  under,  the  direction  of  the 
Treasury  Department;  and  that  the  proceeds  should  be 
placed  in  the  treasury,  subject  to  the  right  of  any  person 
preferring  a  claim  against  any  portion  of  the  property,  to 
have  the  net  proceeds  restored  to  him  on  proof  of  his  owner- 
ship, of  his  right  to  the  proceeds,  and  that  he  never  gave  any 
aid  or  comfort  to  the  rebellion. 

A  later  act,  passed  since  the  petition  of  Padelford  w*as  filed 
in  the  Court  of  Claims,  requires  every  claimant  under  the 
original  act  to  prove  aflirmatively  that  he  constantly  adhered 
to  the  United  States  during  the  rebellion,  and  gave  no  aid 
or  comfort  to  persons  engaged  in  it.  We  do  not  think  that 
this  act  changed  essentially  the  nature  of  the  proof  required 
of  claimants  by  the  former  act.  The  particular  description 
of  proof  required  by  the  later  act  seems  to  be  included  in 
the  more  general  description  of  the  earlier.  Questions  aris- 
ing under  the  act  of  1868,  therefore,  need  not  be  further 
considered  in  this  connection. 

The  record  exhibits  the  findings  of  fact  by  the  Court  of 
Claims  and  its  conclusions  of  law.  Among  these  findings  is 
one  that  the  petitioner  "  never  gave  any  voluntary  aid  or 
comfort  to  the  late  rebellion,"  .  .  .  unless  certain  facts,  also 
found,  constitute  in  law  such  aid  and  comfort  On  the  part 
of  the  government  it  is  objected  to  this  finding  that  it  is  in- 
sufficient, because  the  statute  authorizes  relief  only  on  proof 
that  no  aid  or  comfort  was  given.  But  we  think  otherwise. 
It  would  violate  the  soundest  maxims  of  interpretation  if  we 
were  to  construe  the  act  so  as  to  deprive  claimants  of  the 
benefits  intended  to  be  given  by  it  because  of  aid  and  com- 
fort to  the  rebellion  not  voluntarily  given. 
----        -■       -      — ■■■  ^  ^      ._.. 

*  Suprcj  66. 
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But  the  court  also  find  that  the  petitioner  executed  as 
surety  three  official  bonds,  two  of  commissaries  and  one  of 
a  quartermaster  in  the  military  service  of  the  so-called  Con- 
federate States,  from  motives  of  personal  friendship  to  the 
principals.  No  compulsion  is  alleged.  On  the  contrary, 
these  acts  are  found  to  have  been  voluntaiy.  We  cannot 
doubt  that  these  facts  did  constitute  aid  and  comfort  to  the 
rebellion  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  The  finding  of  the 
court,  qualified  as  it  was,  is  a  virtual  finding  that  the  peti- 
tioner did  give  such  aid  and  comfort.  The  general  facts 
found  of  opposition  to  the  rebellion,  so  far  as  opposition 
would  be  tolerated,  and  of  earnest  good  will  to  the  National 
cause,  establish,  doubtless,  a  strong  claim  upon  the  favorable 
consideration  of  Congress;  but  do  not  warrant  the  courts  in 
relaxing,  by  a  forced  interpretation,  a  rule  which  Congress 
has  established  for  the  guidance  of  the  Court  of  Claims  in 
passing  upon  claims  to  the  proceeds  of  abandoned  or  cap- 
tured property. 

But,  in  our  judgment,  it  was  not  necessary  to  determine 
this  point  in  this  case. 

The  Court  of  Claims,  in  addition  to  the  facts  already  re- 
ferred to,  found  that  the  cotton  was  stored  in  Savannah  at 
the  time  of  its  capture,  on  the  21st  of  December,  1864;  that 
one-half  belonged  to  the  claimant ;  and  that  *'  afterwards,  on 
the  18th  of  January,  1865,  before  any  actual  seizure  or  tak- 
ing possession  of  the  property  in  question  by  the  military 
authorities,  otherwise  than  by  the  capture  of  the  city,  the 
claimant  did,  in  due  form  of  law,  take  and  subscribe  the 
oath  of  amnesty  and  allegiance  to  the  United  States  govern- 
ment prescribed  by  the  President's  proclamation  of  Decem- 
ber 8th,  1868,  issued  in  pursuance  of  the  18th  section  of  the 
act  of  Congress,  approved  July  17th,  1862;  that  he  was  not, 
as  to  his  person  or  property,  within  the  exceptions  of  the 
said  proclamation ;  and  that  he  thenceforth  complied  with 
all  the  requirements  and  conditions  named  in  the  said  act 
and  proclamation,  and  kept  and  maintained  said  oath  of 
allegiance  and  amnesty  inviolate."  Upon  this  finding  sev- 
eral questions  arise. 


540  Unitbd  Statbs  v.  Padslfobd.  [Sup.  Ct 


opinion  of  the  court. 


And,  first,  was  the  property  of  the  petitioner  captured 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  before  it  was  actually  seized 
and  taken  into  military  possession  ? 

As  early  as  the  8d  of  July,  1863,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  in  a  circular  letter  of  instructions*  addressed  to 
the  supervising  special  agents  of  the  department,  charged 
with  the  duty  of  collecting  abandoned  and  captured  prop- 
erty under  the  act  of  March  12th,  1868,  defined  captured 
property  as  property  "  which  had  been  seized  or  taken  from 
hostile  possession  by  the  military  and  naval  forces  of  the 
United  States."  This  definition  must  be  taken  as  the  inter- 
pretation practically  given  to  the  act  by  the  department  of 
the  government  charged  with  its  execution;  and  we  think  it 
correct  In  the  case  of  Mrs.  Alexatuier^a  CotUm;\  it  was  de- 
termined that  cotton,  though  private  property,  was  a  proper 
subject  of  capture  by  the  National  forces,  during  the  recent 
civil  war.  The  court  regarded  this  particular  species  of 
property  as  excepted,  by  its  peculiar  character  and  by  cir- 
cumstances, from  the  general  rule  of  international  law  which 
condemns  the  seizure  of  the  property  of  private  persons  not 
engaged  in  actual  hostilities,  though  residing  in  a  hostile  ter- 
ritory or  region.  But  the  case  contains  no  intimation  that 
such  property  can  be  considered  as  captured  before  actual 
seizure.  The  rule,  we  think,  is  otherwise.  Rights  of  pos- 
session in  private  property  are  not  disturbed  by  the  capture 
of  a  district  of  country,  or  of  a  city  or  town,  until  the  captor 
signifies  by  some  declaration  or  act,  and,  generally,  by  actual 
seizure,  his  determination  to  regard  a  particular  description 
of  property  as  not  entitled  to  the  immunity  usually  conceded 
in  conformity  with  the  humane  maxims  of  public  law. 

Rights  of  possession  in  public  property  belonging  to  the 
hostile  organization,  or  used  in  actual  hostilities,  depend  on 
diflerent  principles.  Such  rights  are  transferred  at  once  to 
the  captor,  upon  the  capture  of  the  place  in  which  the  prop- 
erty may  be. 

The  principles  just  stated  in  respect  to  private  property 

*  Acts,  &c.,  concerning  Commercial  Intercourse,  &c.,  p.  88. 
t  2  Wallace,  404. 
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xnay  be  further  illustrated  by  reference  to  the  case  of  The 
Venice.*  That  vessel,  with  a  cargo  of  cotton,  was  lying  in 
Lake  Ponchartrain  at  the  time  of  the  capture  of  New  Or- 
leans, and  was,  doubtless,  within  the  discretion  of  the  cap- 
tors, subject  to  seizure,  though  private  property.  But  Flag 
Officer  Farragut  and  Major-General  Butler,  commanding 
respectively  the  naval  and  military  forces  of  the  Union, 
thought  proper  to  give  distinct  assurances,  before  and  after 
surrender,  of  safety  and  protection  to  the  rights  of  persons 
and  property.  And  this  court  held  that  these  assurances 
expressed  the  general  policy  of  the  government,  to  respect 
and  enforce  those  rights,  whenever,  in  any  part  of  the  in- 
surgent country,  the  authority  of  the  National  government 
should  be  fully  re-established.  In  accordance  with  these 
principles,  the  Venice  and  her  cargo,  which  were  seized, 
some  days  after  the  capture  of  the  city,  by  a  ship  of  war  of 
the  United  States,  were  restored,  by  the  decree  of  this  court, 
to  their  private  owner. 

Applying  the  principles  above  stated  to  the  case  before 
us,  three  propositions  seem  to  be  established  :  (1.)  That  the 
cotton  of  the  petitioner  was,  by  the  general  policy  of  the 
government,  exempt  from  capture  after  the  National  forces 
took  possession  of  Savannah.  (2.)  That  this  policy  was 
subject  to  modification  by  the  government,  or  by  the  com- 
manding general,  in  the  exercise  of  his  military  discretion. 
(3.)  That  the  right  of  possession  in  private  property  is  not 
changed,  in  general,  by  capture  of  the  place  where  it  hap- 
pens to  be,  except  upon  actual  seizure  in  obedience  to  the 
orders  of  the  commanding  general. 

It  appears  as  matter  of  fact  that  the  property  of  ^ the  peti- 
tioner was  not  seized  until  after  the  18th  of  January,  1865. 
Whether  it  was  then  seized  in  pursuance  of  any  order,  either 
particular  or  general,  emanating  from  competent  military 
authority,  does  not  appear.     But  we  may  assume  that  it  was. 

And,  then,  the  next  question  in  this  case  is  to  be  consid- 
ered, namely,  what  was  the  condition  or  status  of  the  peti- 

*  2  WaUace,  27S. 
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tiouer  at  that  time ;  and  how  far  was  the  liability  of  his  prop- 
erty to  seizure  affected  by  that  status  or  condition? 

The  findings  of  the  court  show  clearly  enough  that  the 
petitioner  disapproved  of  the  rebellion ;  opposed  it  as  tar  as 
he  thought  opposition  prudent  or  safe ;  and  was  gratified  by 
the  restoration  of  the  National  authority.  It  appears  further, 
that  on  the  18th  of  January,  1865,  he  testified  his  adhesion 
to  the  constitutional  government  of  the  Union  by  taking  the 
oath  prescribed  by  the  proclamation  of  pardon  issued  by 
President  Lincoln  on  the  8th  of  December,  1863  ;"*"  that  he 
was  not  within  any  of  the  exceptions  of  the  proclamation ; 
and  that  he  has  faithfully  kept  his  oath. 

This  proclamation,  if  it  needed  legislative  sanction,  was 
fully  warranted  by  the  act  of  July  17th,  1862,t  which  author- 
ized the  President,  at  any  time  thereafter,  to  extend  pardon 
and  amnesty  to  persons  who  had  participated  in  the  rebel- 
lion, with  such  exceptions  as  he  might  see  fit  to  make.  That 
the  President  had  power,  if  not  otherwise  yet  with  the  sanc- 
tion of  Congress,  to  grant  a  general  conditional  pardon,  has 
not  been  seriously  questioned.  And  this  pardon,  by  its 
terms,  included  restoration  of  all  rights  of  property  except 
as  to  slaves  and  as  against  the  intervening  rights  of  third 
persons. 

Now  we  have  already  seen  that  at  the  time  when  the  peti- 
tioner took  the  prescribed  oath  no  right  of  any  third  party 
had  intervened;  for  even  if  it  could  be  admitted  that  a  right 
of  the  government  derived  from  capture  is  an  intervening 
right  of  a  third  person  within  the  meaning  of  the  proclama- 
tion, it  is  certain  that  no  such  right  accrued  to  the  govern- 
ment until  actual  seizure,  which  was  after  the  pardon  had 
taken  full  efiect  In  the  case  of  Garland^X  ^^^^  court  held 
the  effect  of  a  pardon  to  be  such  '^  that  in  the  eye  of  the  law 
the  offender  is  as  innocent  as  if  he  had  never  committed  the 
offence ;"  and  in  the  case  of  Armstrong's  Foundry^%  we  held 
that  the  general  pardon  granted  to  him  relieved  him  from  a 

*  18  SUt.  at  Large,  787.  f  12  Stat,  at  Large,  602,  {  18. 

{  4  Wallace,  880.  {  6  Id.  769. 
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penalty  which  he  had  incurred  to  the  United  States.  It  fol- 
lows that  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  of  the  petitioner's  prop- 
erty he  was  purged  of  whatever  oftence  against  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  he  had  committed  by  the  acts  mentioned 
in  the  findings,  and  relieved  from  any  penalty  which  he 
might  have  incurred.  It  follows  further  that  if  the  property 
had  been  seized  before  the  oath  was  taken,  the  faith  of  the 
government  was  pledged  to  its  restoration  upon  the  taking 
of  the  oath  in  good  faith.  We  cannot  doubt  that  the  peti- 
tioner's right  to  the  property  in  question,  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure,  was  perfect,  and  that  it  remains  perfect,  notwith- 
standing the  seizure. 

But  it  has  been  suggested  that  the  property  was  captured 
in  fact  if  not  lawfully;  and  that  the  proceeds  having  been 
paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  the  petitioner 
is  without  remedy  in  the  Court  of  Claims  unless  proof  is 
made  that  he  gave  no  aid  or  comfort  to  the  rebellion.  The 
suggestion  is  ingenious,  but  we  do  not  think  it  sound.  The 
sufficient  answer  to  it  is  that  after  the  pardon  no  offence 
connected  with  the  rebellion  can  be  imputed  to  him.  If,  in 
other  respects,  the  petitioner  made  the  proof  which,  under 
the  act,  entitled  him  to  a  decree  for  the  proceeds  of  his  prop- 
erty, the  law  makes  the  proof  of  pardon  a  complete  substi- 
tute for  proof  that  he  gave  no  aid  or  comfort  to  the  rebel- 
lion. A  different  construction  would,  as  it  seems  to  us,  defeat 
the  manifest  intent  of  the  proclamation  and  of  the  act  of 
Congress  which  authorized  it.  Under  the  proclamation  and 
the  act,  the  government  is  a  trustee,  holding  the  proceeds  of 
the  petitioner's  property  for  his  benefit;  and  having  been 
fully  reimbursed  for  all  expenses  incurred  in  that  character, 
loses  nothing  by  the  judgment,  which  simply  awards  to  the 
petitioner  what  is  his  own. 

These  views  require  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Claims,  and  it  is 

Accordingly  affirmbb. 
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1.  Evidence  that  hy  the  articles  of  partnership  one  partner  had  no  right  to 

indorse  negotiable  paper,  is  inadmissible  to  defeat  a  bond  fide  holder  of 
such  paper  indorsed  with  the  firm  name  by  a  member  of  the  firm,  and 
taken  by  such  bond  fide  holder  for  value,  and  without  notice  of  the 
articles. 

2.  Where  a  partnership  is  in  the  habit  of  indorsing  negotiable  paper,  having 

blanks  left  for  the  date,  and  gives  the  paper  so  indorsed  to  a  person  to 

use — he  to  fill  the  blank  when  he  wishes  to  use  it — the  firm  is  liable  on 

the  paper  with  the  date  filled  in,  when,  thus  complete,  it  has  passed  to 

the  bands  of  innocent  bond  fide  holders  for  value. 
8.  The  power  to  fill  the  blanks  for  dates  implies  in  favor  of  such  holders  a 

power  in  the  person  trusted,  to  change  the  date,  after  the  note  has  been 

written,  and  before  it  is  negotiated. 
4.  It  is  error  to  charge  upon  a  state  of  facts  of  which  no  evidence  has  been 

offered. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Coart  for  Wisconsin,  the  case  being 
this : 

The  Michigan  Insurance  Bank  brought  suit  against  An- 
son Eldred,  Wm.  Balcom,  and  Elisha  Eldred,  composing  the 
firm  of  Eld  reds  &  Balcom,  as  indorsers  of  a  promissory  note 
dated  June  12th,  1861,  given  by  one  F.  E.  Eldred,  and  the 
body  and  signature  of  which  were  in  his  handwriting. 

The  summons  was  served  upon  Anson  Eldred,  the  only 
defendant  residing  within  the  District  of  Wisconsin,  and  the 
only  one  who  appeared  in  the  cause.  The  execution  of  the 
note^  its  indorsement  by  Elisha  Eldred,  one  of  the  firm  of 
Eldreds  &  Balcom,  with  the  firm  name,  demand  of  payment 
from  the  maker,  non-payment  by  him,  and  notice  to  the  in- 
dorsers of  non-payment,  were  all  proved.  The  date  of  the 
note,  as  originally  written  by  the  maker,  F.  E.  Eldred,  had 
been  August  12th,  1861;  afid  the  word  "June"  had  been 
written  by  him  over  the  word  "August." 

The  defendant,  Anson  Eldred,  then  offered  to  read  in  evi- 
dence a  clause  of  the  articles  of  copartnership  of  the  firm  of 
Eldreds  &  Balcom,  to  the  efiect  that  Elisha  Eldred,  one  of 
the  firm,  and  who,  as  above  stated,  had  indorsed  this  note 
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iu  the  firm  name,  had  bound  himself  not  to  use  the  fiim 
name  except  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  joint  business.  The 
evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  but  the  objection 
was  overruled,  and  testimony  received. 

There  was  no  pretence  that  the  bank  had  any  knowledge 
of  the  articles  of  copartnership  or  of  the  purpose  for  which 
the  copartnership's  name  in  this  instance  had  been  used. 

The  defendant  then  introduced  the  deposition  of  F.  E.  El- 
dred, the  maker  of  the  note,  and  the  brother  of  Anson  El- 
dred, the  defendant.  He  testified  that  the  note  was  in  his 
handwriting;  that  the  indorsement  of  Eldreds  k  Bulcom  was 
made  by  Elisha  Eldred,  one  of  the  firm;  that  he  transferred 
the  note  as  security  for  a  loan  about  the  time  the  note  bore 
date.     He  said  further: 

'<  I  had  an  arrangement  with  the  firm  of  Eldreds  &  Balcom, 
by  which  they  indorsed  my  notes  and  I  indorsed  tboirs;  and  the 
indorsements  were  made  in  blank,  and  were  filled  by  the  holders 
as  they  wanted  to  use  them.  This  note  was  indorsed  in  that 
way,  and  this  arrangement  was  known  to  Anson  Eldred  as  well 
as  to  the  other  partners.  The  word  'June'  was  written  by  me, 
and  was  written  by  me  before  I  used  the  note/' 

The  defendant  then  read  depositions,  which  showed  that 
this  note  was  transferred  to  the  bank  as  collaterul  security 
for  moneys  lent  to  F.  E.  Eldred,  the  maker.  Here  the  de- 
fendant rested,  and  upon  this  evidence  the  judge,  in  charg- 
ing, made  use  of  the  following  language: 

^'  If  the  note  in  suit  was  never  actually  negotiated  to  the 
bank,  but  got  up  bj'  Eldred  and  accepted  by  the  bank  in  pur- 
suance of  a  corrupt  agreement  between  said  Eldred  and  the 
bank  to  defraud  the  defendant,  then  the  plaintiff  cannot  re- 
cover." 

The  testimony  was  without  the  least  proof  tending  to 
show  that  this  note  had  not  been  negotiate<i  to  the  bank,  or 
any  tending  to  prove  that  it  was  "got  up  by  Eldred  and 
accepted  by  the  bank  in  pursuance  of  a  corrupt  agreement 
between  said  Eldred  and  the  bank  to  defraud  the  defend- 
ant.*' 

VOL.  IX.  86 
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Verdict  and  jadgmeat  having  gone  for  the  defendant,  the 
bank  brought  the  case  here. 

Mr,  Lyndey  for  the  plainiiff  in  error y  submitted  as  too  plain 
for  argument, 

1.  That  the  paper  having  been  negotiable  paper,  and  re- 
ceived by  the  bank  before  due  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
the  court  had  erred  in  allowing  the  clause  from  the  articles 
of  copartnership  of  Eldreds  k  Balcom  to  be  read,  v^ithout 
proof  that  the  bank  had  notice  of  the  clause.* 

2.  That  the  court  had  charged  the  jury  upon  a  supposed 
or  conjectural  state  of  facts,  of  which  no  evidence  has  been 
offered;  inducing  them  perhaps  to  indulge  iu  conjectures, 
instead  of  to  weigh  the  testimony ;  a  sort  of  charge  which 
was  decided  by  this  court,  in  UnUed  States  v.  BreUlingj\  to  be 
"  clearly  error.'* 


Mr.  Cary  submitted  that  the  transactions,  from  beginning 
to  end,  were  irregular;  that  when  Elisha  Eldred,  who  in 
indorsing  under  any  circumstances  acted  in  violation  of  his 
duty  to  his  partners,  indorsed  here,  he  indorsed  in  blank, 
in  blank  as  to  both  dates  and  amounts;  and  that  the  ii)- 
Btrument  in  its  altered  date  bore  on  its  face  such  marks  of 
irregularity  as  to  justifj'  the  charge. 

To  this  it  was  replied,  that  F.  E.  Eldred  was  authorized  by 
the  arrangement  between  him  and  the  firm  to  fill  up  the 
blanks;  dates  as  well  as  amounts.  lie  wrote  the  whole  note 
originally,  and  the  word  "June"  afterwards;  but  the  word 
was  written  before  the  instrument  was  negotiated. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  stated  the  case,  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court 

Promissory  notes,  given  for  the  payment  of  money,  with- 
out any  condition  or  contingency,  and  payable  to  order  or 
bearer,  are  as  much  commercial  instruments  as  bills  of  ex- 
change, and  the  title  to  the  same,  and  their  transfer  from 

«  Murray  v,  Lardner,  2  WaUace,  110.  f  20  Howard,  262. 
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one  person  to  another,  are  governed  and  regalated  by  the 
same  rules  of  coaiinercial  law. 

Authorities  may  be  found  where  it  is  held  that  it  is  not 
essential  to  the  character  of  a  promissory  note  or  bill  of  ex- 
change that  it  should  be  negotiable,  and  that  other  words 
besides  the  words  "or  order,"  or  the  words  "or  bearer,'* 
may  be  employed  to  express  the  quality  of  negotiability; 
but  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  those  topics,  as  the  inquiry 
before  the  court  has  respect  to  the  execution,  transfer,  and 
title  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note  in  the  ordinary  form.* 

Examined  carefully,  the  pleadings  and  evidence  exhibit 
the  following  facts,  which  are  material  to  the  present  inves- 
tigation :  Claiming  title  to  the  note  in  question,  the  plaintiffs 
instituted  the  present  suit  against  the  defendant  and  oneUri 
Balcom  and  ElishaEldred,  alleging  that  they  were  copartners 
in  trade  under  the  firm  name  of  Eldreds  &  Balcom.  They, 
the  defendants,  were  engaged  in  business  both  in  Chicago 
and  Milwaukee,  and  the  record  shows  that  they  were  sued 
as  indorsers  of  the  note  described  in  the  declaration.  Only 
one  of  their  number,  to  wit,  the  defendant,  resided  in  that 
State,  and  he  only  was  served  with  process.  Besides  a  spe- 
cial count  against  the  defendants  as  the  indorsers  of  the 
note,  the  declaration  also  contained  the  common  counts,  to 
which  was  annexed  a  copy  of  the  note,  as  notice  that  the 
note  would  be  offered  in  evidence  under  those  counts.  Pro- 
cess having  been  served,  the  present  defendant  appeared, 
and  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  the  parties  went  to  trial, 
and  the  verdict  and  judgment  were  for  the  defendant.  Ex- 
ceptions were  duly  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  rulings  and 
instructions  of  the  court,  and  they  sued  out  this  writ  of  error, 
and  removed  the  cause  here  for  re-examination. 

Some  further  reference  to  the  facts  proved  at  the  trial  is 
necessary,  in  order  that  the  precise  nature  of  the  questions 
presented  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  may  be  understood. 

Founded  as  the  declaration  was  upon  a  promissory  note, 
it  was  only  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs,  under  the  general 

*  WelU  9.  Brigham,  0  Gushing,  6;  Raymond  v.  Middleton,  29  Pennsyl- 
vania Bute,  630;  Story  on  Bills,  {  60. 
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issue,  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  note,  the  signature  of 
the  iudorsers,  the  demand  of  payment  of  the  maker,  the 
dishonor  of  the  note,  and  notice  of  the  dishonor,  and  non- 
payment to  the  indorsers.  Having  proved  those  facts,  they 
introduced  the  note  in  evidence,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy: 

DxTBOiT,  June  12, 1S61. 

$4000.  Sixty  days  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
Eldreds  &  Bulcom  four  thousand  dollars  at  the  Michigan  Insur- 
ance Bank,  value  received. 

(Signed)  F.  E.  Eldrsd. 

Indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  note  is  the  name  of  the  firm 
to  which  the  defendant  belongs,  to  wit,  Eldreds  k  Balcom, 
and  the  allegations  of  demand,  protest,  and  notice  of  dis- 
honor and  non-payment  were  fully  proved. 

Witnesses  were  examined  upon  both  sides,  frqm  whose 
testimony,  as  reported  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  it  appears 
that  the  maker  of  the  note  was  engaged  in  business  at  De- 
troit, in  the  State  of  Michigan ;  that  he  and  the  firm  of  which 
the  defendant  is  a  member  entered  into  an  arrangement  to 
interchange  accommodation  indorsements  for  businens  pur- 
poses; that  the  understanding  was  that  the  firm  should  in- 
dorse whatever  paper  he,  the  maker  of  that  note,  should  find 
it  necessary  to  use  in  his  business,  and  that  he,  in  consider- 
ation thereof,  should  indorse  their  paper  intended  for  dis- 
count, to  such  an  extent  as  they  might  desire. 

Pursuant  to  that  arrangement  the  respective  parties  in- 
dorsed numerous  blank  notes  for  each  other,  and  it  appears 
that  the  senior  partner  of  the  firm  indorsed  at  one  time  some 
fifty  or  fifty-five  blank  notes  of  the  kind,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant knew  what  was  done,  and  advised  that  the  indorsements 
should  be  made.  Packages  of  such  blank  notes,  signed  by 
the  maker  of  the  note  in  controversy,  were  sent  by  express 
to  that  firm  for  their  indorsement,  and  when  they  were  in- 
dorsed in  blank  they  were  returned  through  the  same  chan- 
ijel  to  the  party  by  whom  they  were  forwarded,  and  it  ap- 
pears that  the  note  described  in  the  declaration  is  one  of  the 
notes  indorsed  by  the  senior  partner  of  the  firm. 
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Approved  as  the  arrangement  was  by  the  defendant,  he 
has  no  cause  for  complaint;  and  it  also  appears  that  the 
maker  of  the  note  borrowed  money  of  the  plaintiffs  and  that 
he  iudoraed  the  note  to  them  as  collateral  security  in  the 
regular  course  of  business. 

Depositions  were  also  introduced  by  the  defendant,  and 
he  offered  in  evidence  the  third  article  in  the  copartnership 
agreement  of  the  indorsers  of  the  note,  which  reads  as  fol- 
lows: ^*  That  neither  of 'the  parties  shall  employ  any  of  the 
moneys,  goods,  or  effects  belonging  to  the  said  copartner- 
ship, or  engage  the  credits  thereof  j  except  for  the  benefit  of  the 
said  joint  business." 

Seasonable  objection  was  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  in- 
troduction of  that  article  as  evidence,  upon  the  ground  that 
it  was  irrelevant  and  incompetent,  but  the  court  overruled 
the  objection  and  the  same  was  read  to  the  jury,  and  the 
plaintiffs  then  and  there  excepted  to  the  ruling  of  the  court 
Instructions,  supposed  to  be  pertinent  to  the  issue,  were  then 
given  by  the  court  to  the  jury,  to  which  no  exceptions  were 
taken,  but  the  court  also  instructed  the  jury  to  the  effect 
that  if  the  note  in  suit  was  never  actually  negotiated  to  the 
bank,  but  was  got  up  by  the  maker  of  the  note,  and  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  bank,  in  pursuance  of  a  corrupt  agreement 
between  the  maker  of  the  note  and  the  bank  to  defraud  the 
defendant,  then  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover;  to  which  in- 
struction the  plaintiffs  then  and  there  excepted. 

Objection,  in  the  first  place,  is  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  in 
argument  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  admitting  in  evidence 
the  third  article  of  the  copartnership  agreement.  Attempt 
is  made  to  sustain  that  ruling,  upon  the  ground  that  the  evi- 
dence tended  to  show  that  the  partner  who  indorsed  the  note 
with  the  firm  name  was  unauthorized  ^Uo  engage  the  credit" 
of  the  firm  except  for  the  joint  business  of  the  company;  but 
there  are  two  decisive  answers  to  that  suggestion  :  (1.)  That 
the  indorsements  were  made  in  pursuance  of  a  previous 
understanding  and  arrangement  between  the  firm  and  the 
maker  of  the  note,  and  the  evidence  reported  in  the  bill  of 
exceptions  shows  that  the  defendant  advised  his  partner  to 
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indorse  the  parcel  of  notes  which  contained  the  one  in  con- 
troversy. (2.)  That  the  plaintiffs  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
contents  of  the  articles  of  copartnership,  nor  of  any  fact  or 
circumstance  showing,  or  tending  to  show,  that  the  indorse- 
ment was  made  without  authority.  On  the  contrary,  the 
maker  of  the  note,  examined  by  the  defendant,  testified  that 
the  indorsement  on  the  note  described  in  the  declaration 
was  made  by  one  of  the  partners  of  the  defendant;  that  he, 
the  witness,  transferred  the  note  to*  the  plaintifts  as  secnrity 
for  a  loan  made  at  the  time  the  note  bears  date;  that  he  bad 
an  arrangement  with  that  firm  that  they  should  indorse  his 
notes  and  that  he  would  indorse  their  notes;  that  the  in- 
dorsements were  made  in  blank,  and  were  filled  up  by  the 
respective  makers  as  they  wanted  to  use  the  notes  in  their 
business,  and  that  the  note  in  controversy  was  indorsed  in 
that  way  with  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  as  well  as  the 
other  partners. 

Unaccompanied  by  evidence  showing,  or  tending  to  show, 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  knowledge  of  the  restriction  contained 
in  the  copartnership  agreement,  or  the  subsequent  introduc- 
tion of  such  evidence,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  article  of  the 
copartnership  agreement  read  to  the  jury  was  irrelevant  and 
incompetent,  as  it  clearly  appeared  that  the  plaiutifis  were 
indorsers  for  value  at  the  date  of  the  note  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  without  notice  of  any  equities  between  the  an- 
tecedent parties. 

Such  a  party  is  regarded,  in  the  commercial  law,  as  a  b(mA 
fde  holder  of  the  negotiable  instrument,  and  the  rule  is  irre- 
pealably  established  by  the  decisions  of  this  court  that  the 
indorser  under  those  circumstances  takes  the  title  unaffected 
by  any  equities  between  the  antecedent  parties  to  the  in- 
strument, and  may  recover  thereon,  although,  as  between 
the  antecedent  parties  to  the  same,  the  transaction  may  be 
without  any  legal  validity.* 

*  Goodman  v.  Sioionds,  20  Howard,  868 ;  Murray  9.  Lardner,  2  Wallaee^ 
110;  Bank  of  Pittoburgh  v.  Neal,  22  Howard,  108;  Swift  v.  Tyson,  15  Pe- 
ters, 16;  Gk>odman  v.  Harvey,  4  Adolphus  &  Bllis,  870. 
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Bills  of  exchange  or  promissory  notes  may  be  transferred 
by  indorsement,  or,  when  indorsed  in  blank  or  made  pay&* 
ble  to  bearer,  they  are  transferable  by  delivery;  and  the  set- 
tled rule  of  law  is,  that  if  such  a  bill  or  note,  so  indorsed  or 
made  payable  to  bearer,  be  misappropriated  by  one  to  whgm 
it  was  intrusted,  or  even  if  it  be  lost  or  stolen  and  is  subse- 
quently negotiated  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  a  third 
person,  who  receives  it  in  the  usual  course  of  business,*  with- 
out knowledge  of  the  condition  annexed  to  the  possession 
of  the  instrument,  or  of  the  means  by  which  the  possession 
was  acquired,  his  title  is  wholly  una&cted  by  any  such 
breach  of  trust,  or  by  any  such  unauthorized  or  felonious 
acquisition  or  appropriation  of  the  note,  and  may  recover 
the  amount  against  any  of  the  prior  parties  to  the  instru- 
ment* 

Nothing  can  be  inferred  adverse  to  the  authority  of  the 
member  of  the  firm  to  make  the  indorsement  from  the  fact 
that  the  blanks  in  the  note  were  not  filled  up  when  he  re- 
ceived it  from  the  maker,  as  it  is  fully  proved  that  the  maker 
of  the  note  was  authorized  by  the  arrangement  between  him 
and  the  firm  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  insert  the  date  and  the 
amount  of  the  notes  as  he  found  it  necessary  to  use  the  same 
in  his  business,  and  that  defendant,  as  one  of  the  partners, 
had  knowledge  of  that  arrangement. 

Suppose,  however,  there  was  no  proof  of  such  knowledge 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  still  it  is  well  settled  law  that 
where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory 
note  containing  blanks,  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another, 
whether  the  blanks  are  in  the  date  or  the  amount  of  (he 
note,  and  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating 
the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  to  raise 
money  for  his  own  benefit,  such  bill  or  note,  especially  if  it 
be  indorsed  in  blank,  or  is  made  payable  to  bearer,  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority,  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is 
so  intrusted,  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion ;  and,  as 

»  Ohitty  on  Bills,  ed.  1842,  257 ;  Belmont  Branch  Bank  v.  Hoge,  86  New 
York,  66;  Hoge  v,  Lansing,  85  lb.  186. 
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between  such  party  to  the  bill  or  note  and  innocent  third 
parties,  holding  the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in 
the  usual  course  of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  in- 
trusted must  be  deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who 
committed  such  bill  or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal 
conclusion  is,  that  in  filling  up  the  blanks  he  acted  under 
the  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent* 

So,  where  a  party  signs  his  name  to  a  blank  paper,  as  a 
means  of  accommodating  another  person,  he  thereby  author- 
izes that  person  to  whom  he  delivers  the  paper,  and  for 
whose  accommodation  he  signed  it,  to  fill  up  the  instrument, 
and  the  conclusion  of  law  is,  that  the  filling  up  the  instru- 
ment under  those  circumstances,  inasmuch  as  it  is  done  by 
the  authority  of  the  party  who  signed  the  paper,  is  his  act, 
and  that  a^  between  him  and  innocent  holders  of  the  instru- 
ment after  it  is  filled  up,  he  is  bound  by  his  signature,  if  the 
instrument  was  negotiated  for  value  before  it  fell  due,  and 
in  the  usual  course  of  busine8s.t 

Testimony  was  introduced  by  the  plaintiff  to  show  that 
the  indorsement  of  the  firm  name  on  the  back  of  the  note 
was  made  before  the  same  was  negotiated  to  them  as  secu- 
rity for  the  discounts  to  the  maker,  but  the  introduction  of 
such  evidence  was  unnecessary,  as  the  presumption  of  law, 
in  the  absence  of  opposing  testimony,  is  that  such  an  in- 
dorsement, if  without  date,  was  made  at  the  time  the  bill  or 
note  was  executed,  and  before  the  same  was  negotiated  to 
the  holder.^ 

n.  Apart  from  that  ruling  of  the  court,  the  plaintiffs  also 
contend  that  the  instruction  given  to  the  jury,  as  recited  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  is  erroneous,  and  that  the  judgment 
should  be  reversed  on  that  account,  even  if  it  be  held  that 

*  Mitchell  V,  Culver,  7  CowoDi  886;  Qoodman  v.  Simonds,  20  Howard, 
861 ;  Violett  v.  Patton,  6  Granch,  142 ;  Bussel  v.  Langstaffe,  2  Douglass,  514. 

t  Bank  v.  Kimball,  10  Gushing,  873;  Gollis  v.  Emett,  1  H.  Bluckstone, 
818;  Montague  v,  Perkins,  22  English  Law  A  Equity,  616. 

X  Banger  v,  Gary,  1  Metoalf,  869 ;  Balch  v.  Onion,  4  Gashing,  609 ;  Bic« 
•.  Iiham,  1  Keyes,  44. 
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the  ruling  of  the  court  in  admitting  in  evidence  the  third 
article  of  the  copartnership  agreement  is  correct. 

Contradicted  as  the  first  assumption  of  the  instruction  is 
by  the  testimony  of  the  maker  of  the  note,  it  does  not  seem 
to  require  any  extended  argument  to  show  that  it  is  un- 
foundedy  especially  as  it  finds  no  support  in  any  fact  or  cir* 
cumstance  introduced  in  evidence  by  either  party. 

Discounts  were  obtained  of  the  plaintiffs  by  the  maker  of 
the  note,  and  he  negotiated  the  note  in  controversy  to  the 
plaintiffs  as  security  for  such  loans,  transferring  the  note  to 
them  at  the  time  the  loans  were  made. 

Parties  sometimes  obtain  discounts  on  such  paper  by  in- 
dorsing  their  own  name  on  the  note,  but  it  is  a  regular 
course  of  business  frequently  adopted  and  equally  legitimate 
for  a  party  to  give  his  own  note  for  the  amount  of  the  loan, 
and  to  negotiate  a  note  like  the  one  in  question  to  the  lender 
as  collateral  security;  and,  whether  the  business  is  transacted 
in  the  one  way  or  the  other,  the  title  of  the  lender  of  the 
money  to  the  note  negotiated  as  security  for  the  loan  is 
equally  valid  to  the  amount  of  the  money  loaned."*" 

But  the  second  assumption  of  the  instruction  is  even  more 
unjustifiable  than  the  first,  as  it  imputes  concerted  action, 
and  a  corrupt  agreement  between  the  maker  of  the  note  and 
the  plaintiffs  to  defraud  the  defendant,  when  in  point  of  fact 
there  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  in  the  record  to  sustain 
the  charge,  or  which  has  any  tendjency  to  support  any  such 
theory.  When  a  prayer  for  instruction  is  presented  to  the 
court,  and  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  to  support  the 
theory  of  fact  which  it  assumes,  the  prayer  for  instruction 
should  be  denied,  and  if  given  by  the  court  it  is  error,  as  the 
tendency  of  such  an  instruction  is  to  mislead  the  jury  by 
withdrawing  their  attention  from  the  legitimate  points  of 
inquiry  involved  in  the  issue.f 

It  is  clearly  error  in  a  court,  said  Chief  Justice  Taney,  in 

*  Cbicopee  Bank  v.  Ohapin,  8  Ketcalf,  40;  Stoddard  v.  Kimball,  6  Cash- 
ing, 469;  BlaDchard  9.  Stevena,  8  lb.  162;  Atkinson  v.  Brooks,  26  Ver- 
mont, 569. 

f  Goodman  v.  Simonds,  20  Howard,  869. 


554  Unitkd  States  v.  Adams.  [Sup.  Ct 

Syllabus. 

Uniied  States  v.  BreWing^*  to  charge  the  jury  upon  a  sup- 
posed or  conjectural  state  of  facts^  of  which  no  evidence  has 
been  offered.  Such  an  instruction  presupposes  that  there  is 
some  evidence  before  the  jury  which  they  may  think  suffi- 
cient to  establish  the  facts  hypothetically  assumed  in  the 
charge  of  the  courts  and  if  there  is  no  evidence  which  they 
have  a  right  to  consider  then  the  charge  does  not  aid  them 
in  coming  to  a  correct  conclusion,  but  its  tendency  is  to  em- 
barrass and  mislead,  and  may  induce  them  to  indulge  in 
conjectures  instead  of  weighing  the  testimony. 

Reference  is  made  to  the  fact  that  the  word  June  is  writ- 
ten over  the  word  August  in  the  date  of  the  note,  showing 
that  the  date  originally  was  August,  instead  of  June,  as  it 
now  is;  but  the  conclusive  answer  to  that  suggestion  is,  that 
the  maker  of  the  note  testifies  that  he  wrote  the  word  June 
as  it  now  is  in  the  date  of  the  note  before  he  negotiated  the 
note  to  the  plaintiflb,  and  as  he  was  the  agent  of  the  firm  in 
filling  up  the  note,  the  defendant,  as  between  him  and  the 
plaintiffs,  has  no  cause  of  complaint. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  direc- 
tions to  issue 

A   NEW  VXNIRB. 


Ukitbd  States  v.  Adams. 

1.  Where,  after  an  appeal  taken  to  this  court  from  the  Court  of  Claims,  a 

party  and  his  counsel  are  aware  that  the  finding  of  the  Court  of  Claims 
on  a  point  of  fact  is  erroneous,  in  time  to  have  it  corrected,  hefore  the 
hearing  here,  by  an  application  to  this  court  to  remit  the  case  to  that 
court  for  correction,  this  court  will  not,  after  it  has  heard  the  case  and 
given  a  decree  as  if  the  finding  were  in  all  respects  correct,  stay  the  man- 
date and  reform  their  decree,  so  that  the  party  alleging  the  error  may 
obtain  a  correction  of  the  record  from  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  have 
the  cause  heard  again. 

2.  And  this  is  so,  although  the  party  and  his  counsel  honestly  entertained 

the  opinion  that-  the  fact,  so  erroneously  found  and  stated,  was  not  a 
material  one  in  the  case ;  an  opinion  in  which  they  were  not  sustained 

*  20  Howard,  252. 
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by  the  opinion  of  this  court  as  afterwards  given.  This  at  least  so  Keldy 
in  a  case  vrhere  the  action  of  the  party  himself  had  somewhat  precluded 
his  allegation  of  the  error. 

On  motion  to  amend  a  decree  of  this  court  aflSrming  a 
decree  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  stay,  mandate,  Ac.  The  case- 
was  thus : 

Adams  filed,  some  time  since,  a  petition  in  the  Court  of 
Claims  against  the  United  States,  claiming  $112,748  for  cer- 
tain mortar-boats,  tug-boats,  cabins,  pilot-houses,  and  other 
work,  furnished  by  order  of  General  Fremont  in  the  West- 
ern Military  District,  during  the  summer  of  1861.  One  of 
the  defences  relied  on  by  the  United  States  against  it  was, 
that  the  government  had  appointed  a  board  of  commissioners 
to  hear  and  determine  this  claim  among  others ;  that  in  De- 
cember, 1861,  the  petitioner  had  presented  it  before  that 
board,  who  after  having  heard  the  same,  adjusted  his  ac- 
counts, and  awarded  aT balance  due  him  of  $95,655,  which 
bet  had  been  paid  by  the  government,  giving  a  receipt  for 
the  sum  in  full  of  all  demands.  It  was  not  denied  by  him- 
self that  he  had  received  this  money  ;  nor  by  the  government 
that  he  had  received  it  only  under  protest. 

The  Court  of  Claims  gave  a  decree  in  favor  of  his  claim, 
and  the  United  States  appealed. 

A  rule  of  this  court  regulating  appeals  from  the  Court  of 
Claims  prescribes,  in  respect  to  the  way  in  which  that  court 
shall  prepare  and  certify  its  record  to  this  court  for  review, 
that  it  make  ^'  a  finding  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  and  the  con- 
clusions of  law  on  the  facts  on  which  the  court  founds  its 
judgment  or  decree;  the  finding  of  the  facts  and  the  con- 
clusions of  law  to  be  stated  separately,  and  certified  to  this, 
court  as  part  of  the  record."  In  accordance  with  this  rule 
the  Court  of  Claims,  on  the  appeal  by  the  United  States 
from  its  decree,  did  find  and  certify  as  part  of  the  record,  the 
facts;  stating  among  them  "tliat  in  December,  1861,  the 
petitioner  presented  to  said  commission  his  claim  for  said 
mortar-boats,  tug-boats,  cabins,  &c.,  in  two  accounts,  setting 
forth  the  same.'' 

The  appeal  was  elaborately  and  ably  argued  at  the  last 
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terra  by  Mr.  Hoar,  Attorney-General^  and  Mr.  Dickey,  then  As- 
sistant Attorney-General^  for  the  government — they  arguing 
that  the  settlement  and  receipt  of  the  money  upon  the  basis 
of  a  quantum  meruit  (which  they  endeavored  to  show  was  the 
.basis  on  which  Adams  had  received  his  money),  precluded 
the  assertion  of  the  claim  made  in  the  Court  of  Claims — and 
by  Messrs.  Carpenter,  Carlisle,  Conoine,  and  Wilis,  contra;  w^ho 
contended  that  the  receipt  which  had  been  given,  was  no 
bar  to  the  claim. 

This  court  on  the  appeal  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  giving  an  opinion  which  can  be  seen  in  the  re- 
port of  the  case  in  7th  Wallace.*  The  main  ground  of  that 
opinion  was  thus  presented  : 

*'*'  In  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case,  the  giving  of  this 
receipt  is  of  no  legal  importance.  The  bar  to  any  further  legal 
demand  against  the  government  does  not  rest  upon  this  acquit- 
tance, but  upon  the  voluntary  submission  of  the  claims  to  the 
board;  the  hearing  and  final  decision  thereon;  the  receipt  of 
the  vouchers  containing  the  sum  or  amount  found  due  to  the 
claimant;  and  the  acceptance  of  that  amount  under  an  act  of 
Congress  providing  therefor." 

The  court,  in  that  opinion,  agreed  that  the  creditors  of  the 
government  were  not  bound  to  present  their  claims  before 
that  board,  but  might  withhold  them,  and,  as  the  Secretary 
of  War  had  refused  to  recognize  them,  seek  relief  before 
Congress  or  the  Court  of  Claims. 

The  counsel  of  Adams — now  filing  his  afiSdavit  to  the 
effect  that  the  finding  of  fact  sent  up  by  the  Court  of  Claims, 
as  part  of  the  case,  was  not  true,  but  was  erroneous;  that  the 
petitioner  did  not  present  his  claim  before  that  board,  but,  on 
the  contrarj',  that  the  accounts  were  referred  to  it  by  General 
Meigs,  at  the  head  of  the  bureau,  before  whom  this  class  of  ac- 
counts had  to  be  presented  for  adjustment ;  that  it  was  heard 
ex  parte ;  and  that  the  materiality  of  this  fact  had  been  dis- 
covered since  the  delivery  of  the  opinion,  above  mentioned, 

»  Page  463. 
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of  this  court  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims — 
moved  to  amend  the  decree  of  this  court,  reversing  the  de- 
cree of  the  Court  of  Claims;  and  to  stay  the  mandate,  iu 
order  to  enable  Adams  to  obtain  a  correction  of  the  record 
from  that  court,  and  that  the  cause  might  be  again  heard. 

The  ground  of  this  motion  was,  of  course,  that  the  record 
from  the  Court  of  Claims  was  erroneous  in  a  material  fact 
stated  in  it,  and  upon  which  it  was  supposed  that  this  court 
mainly  placed  its  judgment  of  reversal. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  of  the  appellee,  in  support 
of  the  motion,  that  this  error  in  the  record  was  observed  by 
him,  and  known  to  his  counsel,  at  the  argument  on  the  ap- 
peal ;  but  that  no  steps  were  taken  to  have  it  corrected,  their 
belief  having  been  that  the  action  of  the  board  of  commis- 
sioners could  have  no  binding  eifect  upon  the  rights  of  the 
claimant. 

Such  substantially,  as  the  court  regarded  it,  was  the  case 
as  now  before  it. 

But  there  were  certain  other  facts  in  the  matter  which  it 
thought  fit  also  to  refer  to.  They  were  these :  Accompany- 
ing the  petition  and  affidavit  of  Adams,  was  the  original 
record  of  the-  evidence  before  the  Court  of  Claims.  The 
Secretary  of  War,  in  October,  1861,  as  it  showed,  suspended 
the  payment  of  the  present  claims,  among  many  others  origi- 
nating in  the  thei^  Western  Military  District,  upon  charges 
of  fraud  alleged  against  them,  and  appointed  a  board  of 
commissioners  to  hear  and  pass  upon  the  same  before  pay- 
ment. After  the  appointment  of  this  board,  and  when 
General  Meigs  was  pressed  to  pay  this  claim,  with  others, 
he  constantly  advised  the  claimants  that  the  claims  mudt  be 
heard  and  adjusted  before  the  Board,  and,  until  then,  they 
would  not  be  recognized  or  paid;  and,  on  the  4th  January, 
1862,  the  papers  upon  which  the  claims  of  Adams  were 
founded  were,  by  direction  of  the  General  himself,  placed 
before  the  board,  with  a  request  to  hear  and  determine  the 
amount  justly  due. 

This  step,  taken  by  General  Meigs,  was  well  known  to  the 
appellee^  who  was  present  in  Si.  Louis  at  the  Ume^  where  the  board 
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saL     It  was  true  that  there  was  no  proof  in  the  record  to 
show  that  he  presented  his  claims  before  the  board,  or  that 
he  procured  any  witnesses  to  appear  before  them  in  the  course 
of  their  investigations.     Four  witnesses  were  examined  on 
the  part  of  the  government  on  the  subject  of  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  prices  charged  for  the  mortar-boats,  gun-boats, 
and  other  work.     They  proved,  if  not  mistaken,  a  consid- 
erable overcharge  in  the  work  and  materials.    No  witnesses 
were  produced  on  the  part  of  the  appellee,  nor  were  those 
on  the  part  of  the  government  cross-examined;  but,  on  the 
18th  of  January,  1862,*  he  addressed  a  letter  to  the  board, 
dated  at  St.  Louis,  expressing  a  desire  to  submit  to  them  some 
facts  in  relation  to  the  construction  of  the  mortar-boats^  which 
constituted  tht  principal  item  in  his  accounts.     In  that  letter  he 
states  the  history  of  his  communications  with  the  Navy  De- 
partment and  with  General  Meigs  on  the  subject  of  his  plans 
for  the  construction  of  the  mortar-boats,  and  of  the  adoption 
of  the  same  by  General  Fremont,  and  of  the  contract  for 
building  the  same,  and  closes  it  by  saying  that  ^^  when  this 
contract  was  made,  I  supposed  I  would  have  to  pay  mach 
higher  for  materials  and  labor  than  I  have,  and,  therefore, 
the  job  has  been  more  profitable  in  figures  than  I  expected. 
To  do  this  work  I  had  to  contract  debts  to  workmen  and  all 
classes  who  have  furnished  me  materials;  and  claim,  as  I 
have  in  no  respect  been  remiss  on  my  part,  the  government 
should  deal  promptly  and  liberally  with  me." 

As  mentioned  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  reporter's  state- 
ment, the  board  of  commissioners  adjusted  Adams's  accounts 
and  allowed  a  balance  due  to  him  of  $95,655,  for  which 
he  accepted  a  voucher  and  gave  a  receipt  in  full ;  accepting 
payment  of  the  same  under  a  resolution  of  Congress,  passed 
soon  afterwards,  for  the  payment  of  claims  audited  and  al- 
lowed by  this  board  of  commissioners. 

Messrs.  WiUs  and  B.  R.  Curtis^  in  support  of  the  motion. 
The  Attorney-General^  Mr.  Hoar^  contra. 

*  The  date  as  given  in  the  record  web  1S61,  but  this  manifestly  was  an 
error. 
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Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  court  is  of  opinion  that  a  case  has  not  been  presented 
by  the  appellee,  which  would  justify  it  in  the  exercise  of  its 
equitable  powers  to  grant  this  relief. 

The  second  rule  of  this  court  on  appeals  from  the  Court 
of  Claims,  in  respect  to  making  up  the  record,  is  as  follows: 
"A  finding  of  the  facts  in  the  case  by  the  said  Court  of 
Claims,  and  the  conclusions  of  law  on  the  facts  on  which 
the  court  founds  its  judgment  or  decree.  The  finding  of 
the  facts  and  the  conclusions  of  law  to  be  stated  separately, 
and  certified  to  this  court  as  part  of  the  record." 

The  remedy,  in  case  the  Court  of  Claims  falls  into  a  mis- 
take as  to  the  finding  of  the  facts,  is  familiar.  It  is  by  an 
application  to  this  court  to  remit  the  case  back  for  correc- 
tion, if  it  be  shown,  satisfactorily,  that  a  mistake  has  been 
committed. 

In  the  case  before  us,  it  is  admitted  that  the  mistake  was 
known  to  the  party  and  his  counsel  in  season  to  have  had  it 
corrected  before  hearing;  but,  relying  on  its  immateriality, 
no  step  was  taken  to  have  the  correction  made.  We  do 
not  doubt  but  that  this  opinion  was  honestly  entertained, 
and  that  this  motion  is  made  in  good  faith ;  but  it  is  im- 
possible not  to  see  that,  if  granted,  the  precedent  might 
lead  to  great  abuse  and  delay  in  the  hearing  of  these  cases. 
We  should  allow  either  party  to  lie  by  till  the  cause  was 
decide^,  and  the  opinion  delivered,  and  then  to  apply  for 
the  correctioh,  as  the  exigency  of  the  case  might  require,  or 
as  the  materiality  of  the  fact  might  appear  from  the  ground 
upon  which  the  decision  was  placed.  On  an  appeal,  the 
parties  are  entitled  to  have  all  the  facts  proved  in  the  case 
before  the  court  below,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  truly 
found,  and  stated  in  the  record,  that  either  deemed  mate- 
rial to  the  decision ;  and,  as  we  have  seen,  the  remedy  is 
ample  to  correct  any  mistakes  committed,  if  applied  tor 
prior  to  the  hearing  in  this  court.  The  court  are  not  will- 
ing to  go  farther,  and  permit  the  remedy  to  be  applied  after 
the  case  is  heard  and  decided,  as  we  fear  that  such  a  pre- 
cedent would  work  greater  injustice  and  hardship,  in  its 
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general  use  and  application,  than  that  which  may  exist  in 
any  particular  case. 

There  is  another  view  also,  arising  out  of  the  facts  upon 
which  this  motion  is  founded,  which  should  be  stated.  Al- 
though it  is  true  that  the  appellee  did  not  present  his  claims 
before  the  board,  as  stated  in  the  finding  in  the  record  on 
appeal,  it  cannot,  in  view  of  the  facts  which  appear  in  the 
original  record  of  the  evidence  before  the  Court  of  Claims,* 
well  be  denied  but  that  he  made  himself  a  party  to  their 
proceedings,  and  took  the  benefit  of  the  adjustment  of  his 
accounts  by  them,  which  brings  the  case  within  the  principle 

decided  in  7th  Wallace, 

Motion  denied. 


HORNTHALL  V.   ThB   COLLECTOR. 

1.  The  Jurisdiction  of  suits  between  citizens  of  the  same  State,  in  internal 

revenue  cases,  conferred  by  the  act  of  March  2d|  ISSS,  *'  further  to  pro- 
vide for  the  collection  of  duties  on  imports  "  (4  Stat,  at  Large,  682),  and 
the  act  of  Junfe  80th,  1864,  •*  to  provide  internal  revenue,"  Ac.  (18  Id. 
241),  was  taken  away  by  the  act  of  July  18th,  1866,  **  to  reduce  internal 
taxation,  and  to  amend  an  act  to  provide  internal  revenue,"  &c.  (14  Id. 
172).    Irufurance  Company  v.  Ritchie  (5  Wallace,  541 1,  affirmed. 

2.  Where  such  citizenship  as  is  necessary  to  give  Jurisdiction  to  the  Federal 

courts  is  not  averred,  the  suit  cannot  be  maintained. 
8.  Where  the  Circuit  Court  dismisses  a  bill  for  want  of  jurisdiction  appa- 
rent on  its  face,  the  general  rule  is  not  to  allow  costs. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Mississippi;  the  case  being  thus: 

The  Judiciary  Act  of  1789  limits  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Federal  courts,  so  far  as  determined  by  citizenship,  to  "suiti 
between  a  citizen  of  the  State  in  which  the  suit  is  brought 
and  a  citizen  of  another  State." 

An  act  of  1833,t  "to  provide  further  for  the  collection  of 

*  Given,  sttpraj  p.  657,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  reporter's  statement,  begin- 
ning with  the  sentence,  **  Accompanying  the  petition,"  and  ending  with  the 
words  (foot  of  p.  558),  <*  allowed  by  this  board  of  commidsioners.'^— Bkf. 

t  4  SUL  at  Large,  682. 
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duties  on  imporiSj^^  extended  the  jarifidiction  to  cases  arising 
under  "  the  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States,"  where  other 
provision  had  not  been  made.  And  it  authorized  any  per- 
son injured,  in  person  or  property,  on  account  of  any  act 
done  "  under  any  law  of  the  United  States  for  the  protection 
of  the  revenue  ^r  the  collection  of  duties  on  imports/*  to  main- 
tain suit  in  the  Circuit  Court.  It  also  allowed  any  pe||son 
sued  in  a  State  court,  on  account  of  any  act  done  ^'  under 
the  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States,"  to  remove  the  cause, 
by  a  mode  which  the  act  itself  set  forth,  into  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States. 

With  the  passage  of  the  internal  revenue  laws  made  neces- 
sary by  the  late  rebellion,  it  was  doubted  by  some  persons 
whether  this  act  of  1833  extended  to  cases  under  the  new 
enactments.  And  the  internal  revenue  act  of  1864,*  by  its 
fiftieth  section,  extended  in  general  words  "  the  provisions" 
of  the  act  of  1883  to  cases  arising  under  the  internal  revenue 
acts. 

By  an  internal  revenue  act  of  the  13th  July,  1866,t  how- 
ever (§  67),  Congress  made  provision  for  removing  cases  from 
State  courts  to  the  Circuit  Court,  authorizing  such  removal 
in  a  way  which  it  particularized,  "  in  any  case,  civil  or  crim- 
inal, where  suit  or  prosecution  shall  be  commenced  in  any 
court  of  any  State  against  any  officer  of  the  United  States, 
...  or  against  any  person  acting  under  or  by  authority  of 
any  such  officer,  on  account  of  any  act  done  under  color  of 
his  office,"  &c. 

And  by  the  sixty-eighth  section,  immediately  following, 
it  "  repealed "  the  fiftieth  section  of  the  act  of  1864,  with, 
however,  this  proviso : 

'*  Provided,  That  any  case  which  may  have  been  removed  from 
the  courts  of  any  State  under  said  fiftieth  section  to  the  courts 
of  the  United  States,  shall  bo  remanded  to  the  State  eourt  from 
which  it  was  so  removed,  with  ail  the  records  relating  to  such 
cases,  unless  the  justice  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  which  such  suit  or  prosecution  is  pending  shall  bo  of  opinion 
that  said  case  would  be  removable  from  the  court  of  the  State 
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to  the  Circuit  Court  under  and  by  yirtue  of  the  provisions  of 
this  act." 

In  this  state  of  the  statutes  Horntball  &;  Kahn,  describing 
themselves  in  the  same  as  ^^  partners  in  trade  in  the  city  of 
Vicksburg,  State  of  Mississippi"  filed  a  bill  against  one  Keary, 
described  in  it  as  "collector  of  internal  revenue  of  the  United 
States  for  the  second  collection  district  of  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippiy*'  praying  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  Keary  from 
collecting  an  internal  revenue  tax  assessed  on  certain  cotton 
of  theirs,  which  tax  they  alleged  was  not  due,  but  which  the 
respondent  nevertheless  threatened,  as  they  alleged,  to  col- 
lect by  distraint  of  their  goods.  In  the  subpoena  both  par- 
ties were  described  as  citizens  of  the  State  of  Mississippi. 
On  demurrer  the  court  below,  sustaining  the  demurrer,  dis- 
missed the  bill/cw  want  of  jurisdiction  apparent  on  iisface^  and 
awarding  costs  to  the  respondent.  The  other  side  took  this 
appeal. 

Mr.  Hoar^  Attorney-  General^  and  Mr.  Fields  Assistant  Attar- 
ney-Generaly  for  the  collector: 

The  case  is  both  plain  and  simple.  No  question  as  to 
whether  the  collector  was  right  or  wrong  in  what  he  did  or 
threatened  to  do  can  trouble  this  court,  nor  whether  any  in- 
junction would  lie  to  restrain  him,  conceding  that  he  was 
wrong.  We  are  stopped  before  getting  so  far,  for  the  bill 
does  not  show  affirmatively  that  the  complainants  and  re- 
spondent are  citizens  of  different  States;  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, shows  by  implication  that  they  are  not.  The  appeal 
must,  of  course,  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction.* 

Mr.  Sharkey y  contra : 

The  assumption  of  the  counsel  of  the  government  is  not 
one  exactly  accurate.  The  collector  is  not  named  in  the  bill 
as  a  citizen  of  Mississipi,  but  is  sued  in  his  official  capacity, 
without  naming  his  residence.  He  is  sued  as  an  officer  of 
the  United  States. 

But  has  not  the  Federal  judiciary  jurisdiction  in  all  reve- 

*  InBurance  Company  v.  Ritchie,  5  Wallace,  p.  541. 
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Due  cases  ?  It  is  supposed  that  the  counsel  below  acted  on 
this  presumption.  Without  extended  argument  on  this  sub- 
ject, which  is  &r  more  familiar  to  the  court  than  it  is  to  the 
counsel,  the  case  is  respectfully  submitted. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  stated  the  particulars  of  the  case, 
and  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Owners  or  holders  of  cotton,  produced  within  the  United 
States,  upon  which  no  tax  has  been  levied,  paid,  or  collected, 
are  required  by  the  act  of  the  thirteenth  of  July,  1866,  as 
amended,  to  pay  a  tax  upon  the  same  of  two  and  one-half 
cents  per  pound,  and  the  provision  is  that  such  tax  shall  be 
and  remain  a  lien  thereon  in  the  possession  of  any  person 
whomsoever  from  the  time  the  act  took  effect,  or  the  cotton 
was  produced  as  aforesaid,  *'  until  the  same  shall  have  been 
paid."*  Due  notice  in  writing  was  given  by  the  appellee, 
as  collector  of  internal  revenue  for  that  district,  on  the  ninth 
of  May,  1866,  to  the  appellants,  that  a  tax  on  three  hundred 
and  forty-one  bales  of  cotton,  amounting  to  three  thousand 
one  hundred  and  forty-seven  dollars  and  twenty-three  cents, 
had  been  assessed  against  them  under  that  act  as  amended, 
by  the  assessor  of  that  collection  district,  and  that  a  list  of 
the  same  in  due  form  had  been  transmitted  to  him  for  col- 
lection. Payment  of  the  tax  having  been  delayed  beyond 
the  time  allowed  by  law,  they  were  also  notified  that  they 
had  become  liable  to  pay  five  per  cent,  additional  upon  the 
amount  of  the  same,  together  with  interest  from  the  first  day 
of  January  preceding  the  date  of  the  notice,  and  that,  if  the 
tax  was  not  paid  within  ten  days  from  the  service  of  the  no> 
tice,  the  same  would  be  collected  by  distraint  and  sale  of 
property.  Before  the  ten  days  expired  the  appellants  filed 
their  bill  of  complaint  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  that  district, 
praying  that  the  appellee,  as  such  collector,  might  be  en- 
joined from  enforcing  the  payment  of  the  tax  for  several 
reasons,  of  which  the  following  are  the  most  material : 

1.  They  admit  that,  during  the  whiter  preceding  the  filing 
of  the  bill  of  complaint,  they  shipped  from  that  port  three 

*  14  Stat  at  Large,  9S ;  lb.  471. 
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hundred  and  forty-one  bales  of  cotton,  but  they  allege  that 
the  internal  revenue  tax  on  the  same  was  duly  paid  to  the 
collector,  or  to  his  legally  authorized  deputy;  that  the  per- 
mits for  the  shipment  were  duly  issued  by  that  officer,  though 
they  cannot  be  exhibited,  as  they  still  remain  in  his  posses- 
sion ;  and  they  also  allege  that  the  charge  in  the  notice  that 
the  tax  on  the  cotton  is  unpaid  is  a  fraudulent  and  corrupt 
fabrication. 

2.  That  the  proceedings  threatened  by  the  collector  are 
not  authorized  by  the  acts  of  Congress  providing  for  the  col- 
lation of  such  taxes;  that  such  proceedings  are  applicable 
only  to  the  collection  of  taxes  on  incomes,  licenses,  and  the 
like,  and  not  to  the  collection  of  the  cotton  tax,  as  that  is 
made  a  specific  lien  on  the  cotton,  which  cannot  be  removed 
from  the  district  where  it  was  produced  until  the  tax  is  paid 
or  a  bond  given  to  secure  such  payment 

Pursuant  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill  of  complaint  an  injunc- 
tion was  issued  forbidding  the  collection  of  the  tax  until  the 
further  order  of  the  court,  but  on  motion  of  the  district  at- 
torney the  injunction  was  subsequently  -dissolved.  Required 
to  plead,  answer,  or  demur,  the  district  attorney  demurred 
specially  to  the  bill  of  complaint,  showing  for  cause :  (1.) 
That  it  was  not  the  proper  remedy  fpr  the  alleged  grievance; 
that  the  remedy,  if  any,  was  by  appeal  to  the  commissioner. 
(2.)  That  the  Circuit  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  in  equity  to 
enjoin  the  collection  of  internal  revenue  taxes.  Both  parties 
were  heard,  and  the  court  sustained  the  demurrer,  dismissed 
the  bill  of  complaint,  and  awarded  costs  to  the  respondent, 
and  the  complainants  appealed  to  this  court. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  the  case  is  denied  in 
argument  by  the  appellee  upon  two  grounds:  (1.)  Because 
the  parties  to  the  suit  are  citizens  of  the  same  State.  (2.) 
Because  the  Circuit  Court  has  no  power  to  afibrd  a  remedy 
by  injunction  for  such  a  grievance;  but  in  the  view  taken 
of  the  case  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  examine  the  second 
proposition  with  much  particularity,  as  the  first  is  clearly 
correct  and  must  prevail. 

Controversies  between  citizens  of  dififerent  States  are 
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plainly  within  the  jadicial  power  of  the  United  States,  ae 
conferred  by  the  Constitution ;  and  Congress  provided  in  the 
eleventh  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  that  the  Circuit  Courts 
should  have  original  cognizance,  concurrent  with  the  courts 
of  the  several  States,  of  suits  between  a  citizen  of  the  State 
where  the  suit  is  brought  and  a  citizen  of  another  State.* 
Citizenship  of  the  parties  to  a  suit,  where  it  is  the  founda- 
tion of  jurisdiction  in  the  Federal  courts,  must  be  distinctly 
averred,  so  as  to  show  not  only  that  they  are  citizens  of  dif- 
ferent States  but  also  that  one  of  them  is  a  citizen  of  the 
State  where  the  suit  is  broughtf  Express  allegation  of  the 
facts  material  to  give  jurisdiction  is  necessary,  because  such 
courts  are  courts  of  special  and  not  of  general  jurisdiction, 
and  consequently  there  is  no  presumption  in  favor  of  their 
jurisdiction  where  the  fects  requisite  to  show  it  do  not  ap- 
pear in  the  record.^  Nothing  of  the  kind  is  shown  in  this 
case,  either  in  the  pleadings  or  in  any  part  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  suit.  On  the  contraiy,  the  complainants  are  de- 
scribed in  the  bill  of  complaint  as  partners  in  trade  in  the 
city  of  Vicksburg,*  State  of  Mississippi,  and  the  respondent 
18  therein  described  as  the  collector  of  internal  revenue  of 
the  United  States  for  the  second  collection  district  of  Missis- 
sippi, leaving  it  to  be  clearly  inferred  that  both  parties  are 
citizens  of  the  same  State.  But  the  matter  is  not  left  to  in- 
ference, as  the  parties  are  in  express  terms  described  as  citi- 
zens of  Mississippi  in  the  subpoena  which  was  issued  at  the 
same  time  on  motion  of  the  complainants. 

Unable  successfully  to  deny  that  proposition,  the  next  sug- 
gestion of  the  appellants  is  that  all  revenue  cases  are  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  but  the  suggestion 
cannot  be  sustained,  as  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  the  sev- 
eral acts  of  Congress  upon  that  subject§ 

•  1  Stat,  at  Large,  78. 

t  Conkling,  Treatise,  4th  ed.,  844;  Bingham  v.  Cabot,  8  Dallas,  8d2; 
Oassies  v.  Ballon,  6  Peters,  761. 

%  Turner  o.  Bank  of  America,  4  Dallas,  8 ;  Sullivan  v.  Steamboat  Com- 
pany, 6  Wheaton,  460. 

I  Insoranee  Company  v.  Ritchie,  6  Wallace,  541 ;  Philadelphia  «.  Col- 
lector, lb.  728. 


566  HoRNTHALL  V.  Thb  Collbctor.        [Sap.  Ct 

Opinion  of  the  court. 

Provision  was  made  by  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  the 
second  of  March,  1883,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit 
Courts  should  extend  to  all  cases  in  law  or  equity  arising 
under  the  several  laws  of  the  United  States  for  which  other 
provisions  were  not  already  made  by  law.*  Undonbtedly 
the  act  was  passed  for  the  protection  of  the  ofBcers  charged 
with  the  collection  of  import  duties,  but  the  same  provision 
was,  by  the  fiftieth  section  of  the  act  of  the  thirtieth  of  June, 
1864,  extended  to  cases  arising  under  the  laws  for  the  col- 
lection of  internal  duties.t 

Strong  doubts  are  entertained  whether  the  Circuit  Courts, 
even  during  the  period  when  that  provision  was  in  force, 
were  authorized  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  internal  revenue 
taxes,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  the  point,  as  Congress 
subsequently  repealed  the  fiftieth  section  of  the  last-named 
act,  and  expressly  enacted  that  the  original  act  should  not 
be  so  construed  as  to  apply  to  cases  arising  under  the  other 
sections  of  the  act,  or  to  any  act  in  addition  thereto,  or  in 
amendment  thereof,  nor  to  any  case  in  which  the  validity  or 
interpretation  of  said  act  or  acts  shall  be-in  issue.l 

Suits  between  citizens  of  difierent  States  may  still  be 
brought  in  the  Circuit  Courts,  but  where  both  parties  reside 
in  the  same  State  the  Circuit  Courts  have  no  original  cogni- 
zance of  any  case  arising  under  the  internal  revenue  laws. 
Such  cases,  when  commenced  against  an  officer  acting  under 
those  laws,  in  a  State  court,  may  be  removed,  on  petition  of 
the  defendant,  into  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  district,  and  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  clear  beyond  dispute,  irrespective 
of  the  citizenship  of  the  parties ;  but  the  act  of  the  second 
of  March,  1867,  provides  that  no  suit  for  the  purpose  of  re> 
straining  the  assessment  or  collection  of  a  tax  shall  be  main- 
tained in  any  court.§ 

Viewed  in  any  light  the  Circuit  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
of  this  controversy,  and  consequently  this  court  has  no  power 
to  grant  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the  bill  of  complaint. 

Costs  were  improperly  allowed  in  the  court  below,  as  the 

*  4  Sut.  at  Large,  682.  f  18  lb.  241,  )  60.  {14  Id  172,  )  67. 

}  14  Sut.  at  Large,  475;  Philadelphia  v.  Collector,  5  Wallace,  730. 
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case  was  dismissed  for  the  want  of  jurisdiction  on  the  face 
of  the  pleadings,  and  in  such  cases  the  general  rule  is  that 
costs  will  not  be  allowed  in  this  court '*'  Sometimes  an  ex- 
ception to  that  rule  is  admitted,  as  where  the  defendant  in 
the  court  below  is  the  defendant  in  this  court,  but  inasmuch 
as  the  costs  were  improperly  awarded  in  his  favor  by  the 
Circuit  Court,  the  better  opinion  is  that  he  is  not  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  that  exception,  as  the  decree  in  his  favor  must 
be  reversed  to  correct  that  error.t 

Decree  reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with  directions  to 
dismiss  the  bill  of  complaint,  but 

Without  costs. 


Note. 

Soon  after  the  preceding  case  was  adjudged,  there  came 
up  and  was  adjudged  another  involving  the  same  point  of 
jurisdiction.    It  was  the  case  of 

The  Assessors  v,  Osbornbs. 

In  which  the  first  two  points  adjudged  in  the  preceding  case,  and  the  points 
adjudged  in  Insurance  Company  v.  Ritchie  (6  WallacCi  541),  are  affirmed; 
including  the  point  ucljudged  in  this  last  case,  to  wit,  that  where  juris- 
diction depends  wholly  on  a  statute,  suits  brought  during  the  existence 
of  the  statute  fall  with  its  repeal. 

In  this  case,  which  came  on  error  iVom  the  Circuit  Court  for 
the  Northern  District  of  New  York,  the  same  condition  of 
enactment  and  repeal  of  statutes  presented  itself  as  in  the  last 
case.  It  ifl  set  forth,  supra^  pp.  560-562.  It  makes  the  funda- 
mental part  of  this  case  as  of  that.  And  the  reader  who  desires 
to  read  the  report  of  this  case  as  well  as  the  report  of  that,  will 
please  to  recall  it  thence,  or  refer  to  it  there. 

*  Mclver  v.  Wattles,  9  Wheaton,  660 ;  Strader  v.  Graham,  18  Howard, 
602;  Inglee  o.  Coolidge,  2  Wheaton,  868;  Montaletv.  Murray,  4  Cranch, 
47 ;  Bradstreet  v.  Potter,  16  Peters,  818. 

\  Winchester  v.  Jackson,  8  Cranch,  614. 
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Id  the  present  case,  D.  &  J.  Osborne,  manufacturers,  brought 
suit  to  Jane  Term,  1866,  against  one  Gates,  assessor  of  internal 
revenue,  to  recover  damages  for  his  having  illegally  assessed 
against  them  taxes  upon  certain  articles  manufactured  by  them. 
A  case  was  stated  for  the  judgment  of  the  court.  In  one  clause 
of  it,  it  was  agreed  that  *^  the  plaintififs,  for  several  years  past, 
have  been  manufacturers  of  reaping  and  mowing  machines  at 
the  city  of  Auburn,  and  within  the  24th  collection  district  of  the 
State  Of  New  York;"  and  in  another  claaee,  that  "the  defendant, 
as  the  assessor  of  the  24th  district,  did  require  of  the  plaintiffs 
that  they  should  return,  &c.,  the  number  of  tons,"  &c. 

In  the  declaration  a  similar  representation  was  made  as  to  the 
citizenship  of  the  parties.  It  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  bring 
"their  certain  declaration  against  Joseph  Gates,  the  assessor  of 
internal  revenue  for  the  24th  district  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
which  is  in  and  within  the  said  Northern  District  of  New  York;" 
and  it  thus  began :  "  And  whereas  the  said  D.  M  Osborn  &  Com- 
pany, so  being  the  exclusive  manufacturers,  &c.,  at  their  said 
manufacturing  establishment  in  the  said  city  of  Auburn,  and 
within  the  said  24th  collection  district  of  the  said  State." 

The  court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  govern- 
ment brought  the  case  here  on  error. 

Mr.  Hoar,  Attomey-Q-eneral^  and  Mr.  Fidd,  Assistant  Attorney- 
Oeneraly  for  the  assessor. 

The  cases  of  the  Insurance  Company  v.  Bitchie,  and  of  Sam- 
t?uill  V.  The  Collector*  conclude  this  case,  irrespective  of  merits. 
Any  discussion  of  these  is,  therefore,  irrelative.  The  parties 
were  obviously  all  resident  within  and  all  probably  citizens  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  and  it  was  perfectly  settled  by  the  first 
of  the  cases  cited,  as  it  is  also  affirmed  by  the  second,  that  in 
the  present  state  of  the  statutory  law,  a  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  originally  brought 
there  for  an  alleged  illegal  assessment  of  internal  revenue  taxes 
collected  or  paid,  unless  the  citizenship  of  the  parties  be  such  as 
to  give  it  jurisdiction,  and  unless,  also,  this  citizenship  be  averred. 

Mr^  D.  Wrighty  contra^  submitted, 

IsjL  That  it  did  not  appear  that  the  case  had  not  been  brought 

*  5  Wallace,  641 ;  and  tx^pra,  660. 
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originally  in  a  State  court  and  removed  into  the  Circuit  Court, 
as  required  by  the  statute  of  July  13th,  1866,  to  give  the  Circuit 
Court  jurisdiction  under  existing  laws. 

2d«  That  it  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
were  not  citizens  of  different  States,  as  required  to  confer  juris* 
diction  upon  the  Circuit  Court. 

dd.  That  if  the  case  was  properly  cognusable  in  the  Circuit 
Court  at  the  time  it  was  commenced,  the  subsequent  repeal  of 
the  provision  conferring  such  jurisdiction  would  not  impair  the 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  the  suit. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFOED  stated  the  particulars  of  the  case, 
and  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Damages  are  sought  to  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiffs  of  the 
defendant,  as  the  assessor  of  internal  revenue  taxes  for  the 
twenty-fourth  district  in  the  State  of  New  York,  because,  as 
they  allege,  he  illegally  assessed  against  them  certain  internal 
revenue  taxes  upon  certain  articles  which  they  manufactured 
during  the  period  specified  in  the  declaration. 

They  brought  their  suit  on  the  twentieth  of  July,  1866,  and 
the  declaration  contains  forty-one  counts.  Twenty-eight  of  the 
counts  relate  to  certain  internal  revenue  taxes  alleged  to  have 
been  illegally  assessed  by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiffs 
upon  certain  iron  castings  of  two  classes  therein  described. 
One  class  consisted  of  castings  of  iron  exceeding  ten  pounds  in 
weight  for  each  casting,  and  the  other  class  consisted  of  castings 
of  iron  of  ten  pounds  weight  for  each  casting,  or  less,  as  more 
fullv  set  forth  in  the  first  fourteen  counts. 

Machines,  in  a  finished  condition,  for  reaping  and  mowing, 
were  also  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs  during  the  same  period, 
and  the  remaining  thirteen  counts  relate  to  assessments  made 
by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiffs  upon  reaping  and  mow- 
ing machines  which  were  in  a  finished  condition;  and  the  charge 
is,  that  the  last-named  assessments  were  also  illegal,  and  that 
the  defendant,  as  such  assessor,  transmitted  the  lists  to  the  col- 
lector of  the  district,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  paid  the  taxes  under 
protest,  as  in  the  case  of  the  assessments  upon  the  castings  of 
iron,  which  whre  in  fact  used  as  component  parts  of  the  finished 
machines. 

For  several  years  prior  to  the  assessment  of  the  taxes  in  ques- 
tion the  plaintiflis  had  been  manu£acturer8  of  the  Kirby  Har- 
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Tester  and  Mower,  at  Anbnm,  within  that  collection  diBtrict. 
They  were  the  exclusive  licensees  for  the  mannfactare  and  «ale 
of  those  machines  under  the  several  patents  granted  for  that 
invention,  and  the  agreed  statement  shows  that  they  make  the 
castings  used  as  parts  of  the  machines  as  well  as  the  machines 
in  their  organized  and  finished  condition,  and  it  is  admitted 
that  the  castings  which  they  make  cannot  be  used  for  any 
other  purpose  than  as  component  parts  of  their  machine,  nor 
as  parts  of  any  different  machine  made  by  any  other  manu- 
facturers. 

Castings  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs  are  made  from  pig- 
iron,  upon  which  the  internal  revenue  duties  imposed  under  the 
acts  of  Congress  have  been  fully  paid.  All  of  the  castings,  after 
being  taken  from  the  moulds,  require  to  be  polished,  examined, 
and  tested,  to  see  if  they  are  perfect  and  fit  for  the  purpose  be- 
fore they  can  be  used  as  component  parts  of  a  reaper  or  mower, 
and  many  of  them  have  also  to  be  painted  and  varnished. 

Reapers  and  mowers,  when  sold  by  the  plaintiffs,  include  as 
parts  thereof  all  the  necessary  pieces  of  castings  and  of  wood- 
work to  constitute  a  complete  working  machine ;  but  they  do 
not  put  all  of  the  several  parts  together  until  the  purchaser  Is 
ready  to  use  the  machine  in  the  field,  as  it  is  much  more  con- 
venient to  transport  the  several  parts  in  their  separate  condition 
than  the  embodied  machine. 

Prior  to  the  year  1865  the  plaintiff^  had  never  made  any  re- 
turns to  the  assessor  or  assistant  assessor  of  any  castings  which 
they  manufactured,  nor  had  they  ever  been  required  to  make 
any  such  return,  either  by  the  assessor,  assistant  assessor,  or 
commissioner;  but  the  commissioner,  in  March  of  that  year, 
directed  the  defendant,  as  such  assessor,  to  require  of  the  plain- 
tiffs such  a  return,  specifying  the  number  of  tons  of  such  cast- 
ings which  they  had  manufactured,  of  the  two  classes  mentioned 
in  the  declaration,  for  the  six  months  next  preceding  the  month 
of  March  of  that  year,  and  also  the  number  of  finished  machines 
which  they  had  manufactured  and  sold  during  the  same  time, 
in  order  that  the  same  might  be  separately  taxed,  as  follows : 
(1.)  That  the  castings  of  ten  pounds  weight  or  less  each  casting 
might  be  taxed  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent,  ad  valorem.  (2.)  That 
the  castings  exceeding  ten  pounds  in  weight  each  casting  might 
be  taxed  at  the  rate  of  three  dollars  per  ton.  (8.)  That  the 
finished  machines  sold  during  that  time  might  be  taxed  five 
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per  cent,  ad  valorem^  without  any  deduction  being  made  for  the 
castings  used  as  component  parts  of  the  machines. 

Pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  commissioner  the  plaintiflTs 
made  the  required  return,  aiftl  paid  the  taxes  to  the  collector, 
under  protest,  and  brought  this  suit  to  recover  compensation 
for  the  illegal  acts  of  the  defendant.  Process  having  been  served, 
the  defendant  appeared  and  pleaded  that  he  was  not  guilty, 
which  was  duly  joined  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  parties  entered 
into  stipulation  waiving  a  jury,  and  consenting  that  the  cause 
might  be  tried  by  the  court  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.* 

Hearing  was  accordingly  had  before  the  court  and  judgment 
was  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  nine  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  five  dollars  and  twelve  cents,  besides  costs  and 
charges.  Whereupon  the  defendant  sued  out  a  writ  of  error 
and  removed  the  cause  into  this  court. 

Besides  the  first  assessment,  which  included  the  month  of 
July,  1864,  and  extended  to  February,  1865,  both  inclusive, 
there  were  subsequent  assessments  for  each  month  following, 
up  to  and  including  May,  1866,  and  the  agreed  statement  finds 
that  the  same  state  of  facts  apply  to  every  month  thereafter 
until  the  passage  of  the  act  of  the  thirteenth  of  July,  1866, 
which  transferred  reapers  and  mowers  to  the  free  list.f 

Where  internal  revenue  taxes  are  illegally  assessed  it  is  well 
settled  that  the  injured  party,  if  he  complies  with  the  conditions 
specified  in  the  act  of  Congress  upon  that  subject,  and  pays  the 
taxes  under  protest,  may  maintain  an  action  of  assumpsit  against 
the  collector  to  recover  back  the  amount  so  paid.| 

Collectors  in  such  cases  are  not  required  to  reimburse  them- 
selves for  such  liabilities,  but  the  provision  is,  that  all  such 
judgments  against  them  shall  be  paid  by  the  commissioner, 
including  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  suit.  Such  a  judgment 
against  the  collector  is  in  the  nature  of  a  recovery  against  the 
United  States,  and  consequently  the  amount  recovered  is  re- 
garded as  a  proper  charge  against  the  revenue  collected  from 
that  source.  Grant  all  that  and  still  the  concession  does  not 
touch  the  question  involved  in  this  case,  as  the  suit  in  the  case 
before  the  court  is  against  the  assessor  to  recover  back  taxes 
paid  to  the  collector,  which  presents  a  question  never  adjudi-. 

*  18  Stat,  at  Large,  6.  f  l^  ^^at  at  Large,  149. 

{  Philadelphia  v.  The  Collector,  6  Wallace,  781. 
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cated  in  this  court.  Assessors  may,  perhaps,  be  liable  for  an 
illegal  assessment  in  cases  where  they  have  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  any  assessment,  but  the  question  whether  an  assessor  is 
liable  to  an  action  of  assumpsit  fbr  taxes  paid  to  a  collector  is 
a  very  different  question,  and  it  is  quite  certain  that  such  a 
theory  finds  no  support  in  any  prior  decision  of  this  court.* 

Actions  of  the  kind  may,  under  some  circumstances,  undoubtr 
edly  be  maintained  against  the  collector,  and  it  may  be  that 
an  assessor,  acting  in  a  case  where  he  has  no  jurisdiction,  may 
be  liable  to  the  injured  party  for  an  illegal  assessment  of  in- 
ternal revenue  taxes,  but  neither  the  collector  nor  the  assessor 
can  be  sued  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  by  any 
party  who  is  a  citizen  of  the  same  State  with  such  collector  or 
assessor.  Suits  in  such  cases,  that  is,  where  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  are  citizens  of  the  same  State,  may  be  brought  in  the 
State  courts,  but  such  suits  cannot  be  maintained  in  the  Circuit 
Courts  under  existing  laws  unless  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
are  citizens  of  different  States.  Consequently,  where  the  par- 
ties are  citizens  of  the  same  State,  the  action  must  be  brought  in 
the  State  court,  but  the  defendant,  if  he  sees  fit  and  seasonably 
takes  the  proper  steps,  may  remove  the  cause  into  the  Circuit 
Court  for  trial. 

Cases  arising  under  the  revenue  laws  were  declared  to  be  cog- 
nizable in  the  Circuit  Courts  by  the  act  of  the  second  of  March, 
1833,  unless  where  it  appeared  that  other  provisions  for  the  trial 
of  the  same  had  been  previously  made  by  law.  Laws  for  the 
assessment  and  collection  of  internal  revenue  duties  were  not  in 
existence  at  that  time,  but  those  provisions  were  extended  by 
the  fiftieth  section  of  the  act  of  the  thirtieth  of  June,  1864,  to 
cases  arising  under  the  acts  of  Congress  providing  for  the  col- 
lection of  internal  revenue  duties,  and  the  same  section  provides 
that  all  persons  axithorized  to  assess,  receive,  or  collect  such 
duties  or  taxes  under  those  laws  shall  be  entitled  to  all  exemp- 
tions, immunities,  benefits,  rights,  and  privileges  therein  enu- 
merated or  conferred.f 

«  Barhyte  v.  Shepherd  et  al.,  86  Ifew  York,  28S;  Weaver  «.  Devendorf, 
8  Denio,  117 ;  Bwift  v  Poughkeepsie,  87  New  York,  511 ;  Dickinson  v.  BiU 
lings,  4  Gray,  42 ;  Bailroad  «.  Charlestown,  S  Allen,  246. 

t  18  Stat,  at  Large,  241. 
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Sach  an  action,  to  recover  back  internal  revenue  duties,  ille- 
gally assessed,  and  paid  onder  protest,  might  undoubtedly  have 
been  maintained  in  the  Circuit  Courts  while  that  provision  re- 
mained in  force,  although  both  parties  were  citizens  of  the  same 
State,  as  the  jurisdiction  was  made  to  depend  upon  the  subject- 
matter,  but  the  first  proviso  in  the  sixty-seventh  section  of  the 
act  of  the  thirtieth  of  July,  1866,  expressly  enacts  that  the 
original  act,  to  wit,  the  act  of  the  second  of  March,  1833,  shall 
not  be  so  construed  as  to  apply  to  cases  **  arising  under  any  of 
the  internal  revenue  acts,  nor  to  any  case  in  which  the  validity 
or  interpretation  of  those  acts  shall  be  in  issue."* 

Unquestionably  the  effect  of  that  proviso  was  to  confine  the 
original  act  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  passed,  and  lo  limit 
its  scope  and  operation,  standing  alone  and  unaffected  by  the 
fiftieth  section  of  the  subsequent  act,  to  cases  arising  under  the 
acts  of  Congress  providing  for  the  collection  of  import  duties. 
But  that  proviso  left  the  fiftieth  section  of  the  act  of  the  thirtieth 
of  June,  1864,  untouched  and  in  full  force,  and  if  legislation  had 
stopped  there,  persons  duly  authorized  to  assess,  receive,  or  col- 
lect internal  revenue  duties  would  still  have  been  entitled  to  the 
same  exemptions,  immunities,  benefits,  rights,  and  privileges 
under  the  original  act  as  persons  employed  to  assess,  receive,  or 
collect  import  duties.  Legislation,  however,  did  not  stop  there^ 
but  the  sixty-eighth  section  of  the  act  of  the  thirteenth  of  July, 
1866,  repealed  the  fiftieth  section  of  the  act  of  the  thirtieth  of 
June,  1864,  altogether,  subject  to  the  proviso  contained  in  the 
same  repealiug  section,  which  enacts  that  any  case  removed, 
from  a  State  court,  into  the  Circuit  Court,  under  the  former  regu- 
lations upon  the  subject,  shall  be  remanded,  unless  the  justice 
of  the  Circuit  Court  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  same,  if 
pending  in  the  State  court,  might  be  removed  into  the  Circuit 
Court  under  the  new  provision  contained  in  the  sixty-seventh 
section  of  that  act. 

Since  the  passage  of  that  act  and  the  repeal  of  the  fiftieth  sec- 
tion of  the  prior  act,  the  Circuit  Courts  have  no  jurisdiction  of 
cases  arising  under  the  internal  revenue  laws  to  recover  back 
duties  illegally  assessed  and  paid  under  protest,  unless  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  therein  are  citizens  of  different  States.    Such 

*  14  Stat,  at  Large,  172 ;  Philadelphia  v.  The  Oollector,  6  Wallace,  728 ; 
Insurance  Company  v.  Bitcbie,  lb.  641. 
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actions  mast  be  commenced  in  the  State  conrts  if  the  parties  are 
citizens  of  the  same  State,  bat  the  defendant  may,  at  any  time 
before  the  trial,  upon  petition  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  district 
in  which  he  is  served  with  process,  remove  the  cause,  upon  due 
proceedings  therein,  into  such  Circuit  Court,  and  the  provision 
is  that  the  cause  thereafter  shall  be  heard  and  determined  as  a 
cause  originally  commenced  in  that  court.* 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  is  the  appropriate 
remedy  to  recover  back  moneys  paid  under  protest  for  internal 
revenue  duties  illegally  assessed;  and,  if  commenced  in  a  State 
court,  the  action  may  be  removed,  on  petition  of  the  defendant, 
into  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  district  where  the  service  was 
Aade,  and  in  that  state  of  the  case  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit 
Court  is  clear  beyond  doubt,  irrespective  of  the  citizenship  of 
the  parties,  but  if  the  action  is  originally  commenced  in  the  Cirw 
cuit  Court  the  cause  must  be  dismissed  for  the  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, unless  it  appears  that  the  parties  were  citizens  of  different 
States. 

Three  propositions  are  submitted  by  the  plaintiffs  as  being 
severally  sufficient  to  take  the  case  before  the  court  ont  of  the 
operation  of  that  rule :  (1.)  They  contend  that  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  case  was  not  removed  from  the  State  court  into  the 
Circuit  Court,  as  required  to  give  the  Circuit  Court  jurisdiction 
under  existing  laws.  (2.)  That  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  in  the  case  are  not  citizens  of  different  States, 
as  required  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  Circuit  Court.  (3.) 
That  the  case  was  properly  cognizable  in  the  Circuit  Court  at 
the  time  it  was  commenced,  and  that  the  subsequent  repeal  of 
the  provision  conferring  such  jurisdiction  does  not  impair  the 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  the  suit. 

Unsupported  in  fact  as  the  firRt  proposition  is,  it  does  not  seem 
to  be  necessary  to  enter  into  any  argument  to  refute  it.  Suffice 
it  to  say,  that  the  record  shows  that  the  suit  was  commenced  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  and  that  it  was  not  removed  into  that  court 
from  the  State  court,  which  is  all  that  need  be  said  in  reply  to 
the  first  proposition. 

When  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Court  depends  upon  the 
citizenship  of  the  parties  it  is  not  enough  that  it  does  appear 
that  they  are  not  citizens  of  the  same  State,  but  the  facts  neces- 

»  14  Stat,  at  Large,  171,  {  67. 
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saiy  to  give  the  Circait  Court  jurisdiction  must  be  distinctly 
alleged.  Circait  Conrts  are  courts  of  special  jurisdiction,  and 
therefore  they  cannot  take  jurisdiction  of  any  case,  either  civil 
or  criminal,  where  they  are  not  authorized  to  do  so  by  an  act  of 
Congress.* 

Jurisdiction  in  such  cases  was  conferred  by  an  act  of  Congress, 
and  when  that  act  of  Congress  was  repealed  the  power  to  exer- 
cise such  jurisdiction  was  withdrawn,  and  inasmuch  as  the  re- 
pealing act  contained  no  saving  clause,  all  pending  actions  fell, 
as  the  jurisdiction  depended  entirely  upon  the  act  of  Congress.f 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  present  case  it  is  clear  that 
the  Circuit  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  this  case.  Usually 
where  a  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case  the  correct  practice 
is  to  dismiss  the  suit,  but  a  different  rule  necessarily  prevails  in 
an  appellate  court  in  cases  where  the  subordinate  court  was 
without  jurisdiction  and  has  improperly  given  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff.  In  such  a  case  the  judgment  in  the  court  below  must 
be  reversed,  else  the  plaintiff  would  have  the  benefit  of  a  judg- 
ment rendered  by  a  court  which  had  no  authority  to  hear  and 
determine  the  matter  in  controversy. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions 

to  dismiss  the  case 

For  the  want  of  jurisdiction. 


Litchfield  v.  The  Register  and  Receiver. 

1.  The  rule  established  in  Oaines  v.  Thotnpmm  (7  Wallace,  847),  that  the 

courts  will  not  interfere  by  mandamus  or  injunction  with  the  exercise 
by  the  executive  otBcers  of  duties  requiring  judgment  or  discretion,  af- 
firmed and  applied  to  registers  and  receivers  of  land  offices. 

2.  The  fact  that  a  plaintiff  asserts  himself  to  be  the  owner  of  the  tract  of 

land,  which  these  officers  are  treating  as  public  lands,  doeft  not  take  the 

*  Sheldon  o.  Sill,  8  Howard,  449;  Turner  v.  The  Bank,  4  Dallas,  10; 
Hclntire  v.  Wood,  7  Cranch,  606;  Kendall  v.  United  Stotes,  12  Peters,  616. 

t  Norris  v.  Crocker,  18  Howard,  488;  Yeaton  v.  United  States,  5  0ranch, 
281 ;  The  Rachel,  6  Id.  829;  The  Irresistible,  7  Wheaton,  651;  Maryland 
V,  Railroad  Company,  8  Howard,  534;  1  Kent  (11th  ed.),  465;  Butler  v. 
Palmer,  1  Hill,  824. 
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case  out  of  that  rule,  where  it  is  the  duty  of  these  officers  to  determine 
upon  all  the  facts  before  them,  whether  the  land  is  open  to  pre-emption 
or  sale. 
8.  In  such  cases,  if  the  court  could  entertain  jurisdiction  against  the  land 
offices,  the  persons  asserting  the  right  of  pre-emption  would  be  neoea- 
sary  parties  to  the  suit. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Iowa. 

Litchfield  filed  his  bill  in  the  court  below  against  Rich- 
ards, Register,  and  Pomeroy,  Receiver  of  the  United  States 
Land  Ofiice  at  Fort  Dodge,  Iowa,  asking  an  injunction  to 
restrain  them  from  entertaining  and  acting  upon  applications 
made  to  them  to  prove  pre-emptions  to  certain  lands  which 
lay  within  the  land  district  fur  which  they  were  respectively 
register  and  receiver.  The  bill,  which  was  very  full,  recited 
the  various  acts  of  Congress  and  of  the  State  of  Iowa,  by 
which  the  complainant  maintained  that  a  large  list  of  tracts 
of  land,  supposed  to  belong  to  an  original  grant  to  the  Ter- 
ritory of  Iowa  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  navigation 
of  the  Des  Moines  River,  became  his  property.  The  history 
of  that  grant  has  been  recently  the  subject  of  report  in  these 
volumes  in  several  cases,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  it. 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  bill  giving  that  version  of  the 
matter  which  was  favorable  to  the  title  of  the  complainant, 
averred  that  he  was  th^  legal  owner  of  the  lands;  that  they 
were  not  public  lands,  and  were  in  no  manner  subject  to  sale 
or  pre-emption  by  the  government,  or  its  officers.  The  de- 
fendant demurred,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed  for  want  of 
equitable  jurisdiction.  Whereupon  the  complainant  ap- 
pealed. 

Mr.  Litchfield^  ike  complainant^  insisted  that  the  facts  as 
stated  in  the  bill  must  be  taken  as  confessed  by  the  de- 
murrer, and  that  they  showed  that  the  land  officers  were 
exceeding  their  authority,  and  would  give  certificates  of 
pre-emption  and  entry,  which  would  cloud  and  embarrass 
his  title,  and  that  they  should,  therefore,  be  restrained. 

Mr.  Kelsei/y  contra. 
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Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  principle  has  been  so  repeatedly  decided  in  this  court, 
that  the  judiciary  cannot  interfere  either  by  mandamus  or  in- 
junction with  executive  officers  such  as  the  respondents  here, 
in  the  discharge  of  their  official  duties,  unless  those  duties  are 
of  a  character  purely  ministerial,  and  involving  no  exercise 
of  judgment  or  discretion,  that  it  would  seem  to  be  useless 
to  repeat  it  here.  In  the  case  of  Gaines  v.  TTiompsorij*  decided 
at  the  last  term  of  this  court,  the  whole  subject  was  fully 
considered,  and  the  cases  in  this  court  examined.  The  doc- 
trine just  stated  was  announced  as  the  result  of  that  exam- 
ination. The  case  of  TTie  Secretary  v.  McGarrahariy  of  the 
present  term,t  reaffirms  the  principle,  which  must  now  be 
considered  as  settled.  Both  these  cases  had  reference  to 
eflbrts  similar  to  the  present,  to  control  the  officers  of  the 
land  department. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  by  the  complainant,  that  the  pres- 
ent ease  does  not  come  within  the  rule  so  laid  down,  and 
his  argument  is  plausible.  A  little  consideration,  however, 
will  show  that  it  is  unsound. 

The  lands  in  controversy  are  situated  within  the  land  dis- 
trict over  which  these  officers  have  authority  to  receive  proof 
of  pre-emption,  and  grant  certificate  of  entry.  There  are 
within  that  district,  of  course,  lands  open  to  sale  and  pre- 
emption. There  would  be  no  use  for  the  land  office  if  there 
were  not.  The  very  first  duty  which  the  register  is  called 
an  to  perform,  when  an  application  is  made  to  him  to  enter 
a  tract  of  land,  is  to  ascertain  whether  it  is  subject  to  entry. 
This  depends  upon  a  variety  of  circumstances.  Has  there 
been  a  proclamation  oftering  it  for  sale  ?  Has  it  been  re- 
served by  any  action  of  Congress,  or  of  the  proper  depart- 
ment ?  Has  it  been  granted  by  any  act  of  Congress,  or  has 
it  been  sold  already  ?  These  are  all  questions  for  him  to  de- 
cide, and  they  require  the  exercise  of  judgment  and  discre- 
tion. The  bill  shows  on  its  face  that  these  officers,  in  the 
exercise  of  this  duty,  were  considering  whether  the  reser- 


♦  7  Wallace,  847.  t  Supra,  298. 

YOL.  iz.  37 
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vations  of  the  departments  and  the  acts  of  Congress,  and  the 
claim  of  the  plaintiff  under  them,  took  these  lands  out  of 
the  category  of  lands  subject  to  sale  and  pre-emption,  and 
he  asks  the  court  to  interfere  by  injunction  to  prevent  them 
from  determining  that  question,  and  that  the  court  shall  de- 
termine it  for  them.  He  says  the  court  below  erred  because 
it  did  not  require  them  to  come  in  and  answer  to  his  claim 
of  title,  and  at  their  own  expense  to  put  the  court  in  pos- 
session of  their  views,  and  defend  their  instructions  fmni 
the  commissioner,  and  convert  the  contest  before  the  land 
department  into  one  before  the  court.  This  is  precisely  what 
this  court  has  decided  that  no  court  shall  do.  After  the  land 
officers  shall  have  disposed  of  the  question,  if  any  legal  right 
of  plaintiff  has  been  invaded,  he  may  seek  redress  in  the 
courts.  He  insists  that  he  now  has  the  legal  title.  If  the  land 
department  finally  decides  in  his  favor,  he  is  not  injured.  If 
they  give  patents  to  the  applicants  for  pre-emption,  the  courts 
can  then  in  the  appropriate  proceeding  determine  who  has 
the  better  title  or  right.  To  interfere  now,  is  to  take  from 
the  officers  of  the  land  department  the  functions  which  the 
law  confides  to  them  and  exercise  them  by  the  court. 

Another  objection,  equally  fatal  to  the  bill,  is  the  want  of 
necessary  parties. 

It  appears  on  its  face,  that  the  register  and  receiver  have 
no  real  interest  in  the  matter,  but  that  persons  not  named 
are  asserting  before  them  the  legal  right  to  pre-empt  these 
lands.  These  persons  are  the  real  parties  whose  interests 
are  to  be  affected,  and  whose  claim  of  right  is  adverse  to 
plaintiff.  If  the  court  should  hear  the  case,  and  enjoin  per- 
petually the  register  and  receiver  from  entertaining  their 
applications,  they  have  no  further  remedy.  That  is  the  in- 
itial point  of  establishing  their  right,  and  in  this  mode  a 
valuable  and  recognized  right  may  be  wholly  defeated  and 
destroyed,  without  the  possibility  of  a  hearing  on  the  part,  of 
the  party  interested.  This  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  land 
officers  represent  these  claimants.  They  have  no  such  duty 
to  perform.  They  might  let  the  injunction  be  issued  with- 
out defence,  and  thus  a  proceeding  almost  ex  parte  be  made 
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to  strangle  the  inctpient  right. of  the  actual  settler  on  the 

public  lands.     If  it  can  be  done  in  this  case,  it  can  be  done 

in  every  other  in  which  a  plaintiff  is  willing  to  proceed 

against  the  officers,  without  bringing  the  settler  on  the  land 

before  the  court 

Decree  affirmed. 


TflOMSON  V.  Pacific  Railroad. 

1.  Although,  confessedly,  Congress  may  constitutionally  make  or  authorize 

contracts  with  individuals  or  corporations  for  services  to  the  govern- 
ment; may  grant  aids  by  money  or  land  in  preparation  for  and  in  the 
performance  of  such  services;  may  make  any  stipulation  and  conditions 
in  relation  to  such  aids  not  contrary  to  the  Constitution,  and  may  ex- 
empt, in  its  discretion,  the  agencies  employed  in  such  services  from  any 
State  taxation  which  will  really  prevent  or  impede  the  performance  of 
them ;  yet  in  the  absence  of  all  legislation  on  the  part  of  Congress  to 
indicate  that  such  an  exemption  is  deemed  by  it  essential  to  the  full 
performance  of  the  party's  obligations  to  the  government,  the  exemp- 
tion cannot  be  applied  to  the  case  of  a  corporation  deriving  its  existence 
from  State  law,  exercising  its  franchise  under  such  law,  and  holding  its 
property  within  State  jurisdiction  and  under  State  protection,  only  be- 
cause of  the  employment  of  the  corporation  in  the  service  of  the  gov- 
ernment. 

2.  The  point  decided  in  McCulloch  v.  Maryland  does  not  establish  a  broader 

doctrine  even  if  some  of  its  reasoning  may  seem  to  do  so. 

On  certificate  of  division  in  opinion  between  the  judges 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Kansas.  The  case 
was  this : 

The  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company,  Eastern  Division, 
•was  originally  incorporated  in  1855,  by  the  legislature  of 
the  Territory  of  Kansas,  as  the  Leavenworth,  Pawnee,  and 
"Western  Railroad  Company,  with  authority  to  construct  the 
road  from  the  west  bank  of  the  Missouri  to  the  western 
boundary  of  the  Territory.  Subsequently,  in  1862,  under 
an  act  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  it  assumed  its  present  name, 
with  authority  to  unite  or  consolidate  with  any  other  com- 
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pany  or  companies  organized,  or  to  be  organized,  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  State  or  Territory. 

Some  months  later,  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
was  incorporated  by  Congress,  with  power  (conferred  by  the 
original  act  of  1862  and  various  amendatory  acts)  to  con- 
struct a  railroad  and  telegraph  westward  through  the  terri- 
tory of  the  United  States,  from  the  hundredth  meridian  east 
of  Greenwich,  to  connect  with  the  Central  Pacific  Railway 
Company,  incorporated  by  the  State  of  California,  and  so 
to  form,  in  connection  with  eastern  roads,  a  continuous  line 
from  ocean  to  ocean.  Several  other  railroad  companies, 
already  incorporated  by  Missouri  and  Iowa,  as  well  as  the 
company  just  mentioned,  chartered  by  Kansas,  were  author- 
ized to  construct  roads  through  the  National  territory,  so  as 
to  join  the  Union  Pacific  road  on  the  hundredth  meridian ; 
and  to  all  these  roads  large  grants  of  land  were  made,  and 
large  subsidies  engaged  on  the  security  of  a  second  mort- 
gage, upon  the  condition  of  paying,  at  maturity,  the  bonds 
advanced  by  way  of  subsidy,  and  of  rendering  certain  ser- 
vices to  the  government  in  the  transmission  of  messages, 
and  in  the  transportation  of  mails,  troops,  munitions,  and 
other  property,  at  reasonable  rates  of  compensation. 

But  neither  by  the  original  act,  nor  by  any  amendment, 
did  Congress  undertake  to  incorporate  any  railroad  com- 
pany, or  authorize  the  construction  of  any  railroad  within 
the  limits  of  any  State,  without  the  consent  of  the  State 
concerned.  And  this  was  as  true  of  the  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
way  Company,  Eastern  Division,  as  of  any  other  of  the  roads 
aided  by  Congress.  Whatever  was. done  by  Congress  in 
reference  to  this  last-named  road,  was  done  not  merely  with 
the  consent,  but  upon  the  solicitation  of  the  State  of  E^ansas. 
The  corporation,  however,  remained  a  State  corporation, 
though  entitled  to  certain  benefits,  and  subject  to  certain 
duties  under  the  legislation  of  Congress. 

In  this  state  of  things,  and  the  legislature  of  Kansas  hav- 
ing passed  a  law  laying  certain  taxes  upon  the  propertj* 
of  the  company,  one  Thomson  and  numerous  other  persons 
filed  a  bill  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
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Dietrict  of  Kansas,  against  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany, Eastern  Division,  and  three  persons,  whom  the  bill 
named,  tre^tsurers,  respectively,  of  Douglass,  Wyandotte,  and 
Jefierson  counties,  in  the  State  of  Kansas.  The  bill  stated 
that  the  complainants  were  stockholders  in  the  railway  com- 
pany ;  that  under  ah  act  of  the  legislature  of  Kansas  certain 
taxes  had  been  imposed  on  the  railroad  and  telegraph  prop- 
erty of  the  company,  which  the  treasurers  of  the  counties 
named  were  proceeding  to  collect;  that  the  property  of  the 
company  was  mortgaged  to  the  United  States;  that  the  com- 
pany was  bound  to  perform  certain  duties,  and  ultimately 
to  pay  five  per  cent  of  its  net  earnings  to  the  United  States ; 
that  the  company  would  be  greatly  hindered  and  embar- 
rassed in  the  performance  of  its  obligations  and  duties  to 
the  United  States,  if  the  taxes  imposed  should  be  collected; 
and  that,  to  some  extent,  taxes  of  the  same  description  had 
been  already  paid  by  the  company,  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
just  rights  of  the  complainants  and  of  the  securities  of  the 
United  States.  Upon  this  case  the  complainants  prayed  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  company  from  paying,  and  the 
other  defendants  from  collecting,  the  taxes  assessed ;  and  a 
temporary  injunction  was  allowed  by  the  district  judge. 

The  answer  of  the  company  admitted  the  allegations  of 
the  bill.  The  answers  of  the  three  county  treasurers  ad- 
mitted the  assessment  of  the  taxes  under  the  laws  of  Kansas, 
but  denied  that  such  taxes  had  been  imposed  with  any  view 
to  impede  or  embarrass  the  railway  company,  and  insisted 
that  the  property  of  the  company  only  bore  its  due  propor- 
tion of  the  taxes  levied  upon  all  property  in  the  State  of 
Kansas,  and  that  no  discrimination  was  made  against  the 
company  in  the  matter  of  taxation. 

To  these  answers  no  replication  was  put  in;  but  an  agreed 
fitatement  of  facts  was  filed,  which  recited  sundry  resolutions 
of  the  Kansas  legislature,  urging  upon  Congress  legislation 
in  aid  of  the  railway  company ;  and  admitted  that  the  prop- 
erty of  the  company  was  liable,  under  the  laws  of  Kansas, 
to  be  taxed  for  State,  county,  and  municipal  purposes ;  that 
the  taxes  complained  of  had  been  assessed  in  conformity 
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with  the  statutes  of  the  State ;  that  the  company  had  exe- 
cuted a  first  mortgage  prior  in  lien  to  the  debt  to  the  United 
States,  and  that  a  table  of  earnings  and  expenditures  for 
1867-8,  appended  to  the  agreed  statement,  was  correct 

Upon  these  pleadings  and  this  agreed  statement  the  ques- 
tion arose,  whether  the  property  of  the  railway  company  de- 
scribed in  the  bill  was  subject  to  the  tax  which  the  statutes 
of  Kansas  authorized  to  be  levied  on  all  other  property,  not 
specially  exempted,  for  State,  county,  and  municipal  pur- 
poses. And  upon  this  question  the  judges  of  the  Circuit 
Court  were  divided  in  opinion,  and  cei*tified  it  for  decision 
here. 

Mr.  HoaVy  Attorney- General^  and  Mr.  Usher j  for  the  com- 
plainant : 

The  question  is  of  the  gravest  importance,  not  so  much  to 
the  complainants,  in  this  case,  as  to  the  railroad  companies 
organized  and  deriving  their  powers  under  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress providing  for  the  construction  of  the  Union  Pacific 
Raihoad  and  its  branches,  and  the  States,  Territories,  and 
municipalities  through  which  those  roads  pass,  and  that  shall 
hereafter  be  formed  or  created  along  their  course. 

These  roads  have  their  eastern  termini  one  hundred  and 
fifty  miles  east  of  the  geographical  centre  of  the  United 
States,  and  every  part  of  them  will  be  subject  to  local  laws, 
and  the  capriciousness  of  those  who  shall  make  and  execute 
those  laws,  unless,  by.  the  law  of  their  being  they  are  ex- 
empt from  such  control. 

This  property  is  exempt  for  two  reasons : 

1st.  A  minor  one.  Because  by  the  sixteenth  section  of  tho 
charter  of  the  company  the  State  has  the  right  to  purchase 
the  road  at  the  end  of  fifty  years.    The  section  is  as  follows: 

^^  Said  company  shall  keep  a  fair  record  of  the  whole  expencie 
of  constracting  said  road,  and  at  the  end  of  fifty  years  the  State 
or  States  through  which  the  said  road  shall  pass  shall  be  at  liberty 
to  purchase  said  road  by  paying  to  said  company  the  amount  at 
which  it  shall  be  valued  by  persons  to  be  mutually  chosen  by 
the  State  and  by  said  company/' 
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The  State  has,  therefore,  an  interest  in  the  road — a  special 
property — and  by  its  fundamental  law  cannot  tax  it* 

2d.  A  greater  reason.  The  history  of  this  road  is  matter  of 
public  knowledge.  It  is  one  and  a  part  of  a  system  of  roads 
constructed  under  the  direction  and  authority  of  Congress 
for  the  use  and  purposes  of  the  United  States,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  powers  to  '^  provide  for  the  common  defence  and 
general  welfare  of  the  United  States,  to  regulate  commerce 
among  the  several  States,  to  establish  post-offices  and  post- 
roads,  to  raise  and  support  armies,  and  to  suppress  insurrec- 
tions and  invasions." 

For  many  years  the  necessity  of  a  Pacific  railroad  was 
pressed  upon  Congress  through  conventions  and  petitions ; 
but  upon  the  breaking  out  of  war  its  necessity  to  the  gov- 
ernment as  a  means  for  the  preservation  of  its  authority 
over  all  its  territory  upon  the  Pacific  coast  became  so  appa- 
rent, that  provision  was  made  for  building  the  road,  at  a 
time  when  the  expenditures  of  the  government  were  more 
than  a  million  of  dollars  per  day  for  carrying  on  the  war. 
When,  two  years  afterward,  it  was  found  that  the  work  had 
languished  because  of  the  inadequacy  of  government  as- 
sistance, additional  aid  was  given  by  Congress  to  secure  the 
speedy  construction  of  the  work;  and  this,  though  the  na- 
tion was  then  daily  expending  larger  sums  in  carrying  on 
the  war,  and  though  its  debt  had  increased  by  hundreds  of 
millions.  It  is  a  military,  postal,  and  commercial  road,  and 
came  out  of  the  throes  of  the  rebellion.  It  was  designed  to 
promote  the  unity  and  indivisibility  of  our  people.  It  was 
to  stretch  forth  the  hands  of  the  Great  Valley  until  they 
clasped  in  peace  and  unity  the  hands  of  Oregon  and  Cali- 
fornia, to  bind  and  cement  in  indissoluble  bonds  a  dissolving 
Union ;  to  carry  the  mails  "  safely  "  and  "  speedily  "  to  the 
people  inhabiting  half  of  the  UTational  domain ;  to  transmit 
telegraphic  despatches  to  all  these  people  with  the  rapidity 
of  thought ;  to  send  troops  and  munitions  of  war  to  protect 
the  defenceless  men,  women,  and  children  of  the  frontier, 

*  InhabiUnts  v.  Bailroad,  4  Metcalf,  664. 
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against  Indian  barbarities;  to  enable  the  landless  to  have 
homes  of  their  own ;  to  develop  and  convert  to  the  National 
uses  the  stores  of  gold  and  silver,  and  other  valuable  mine- 
rals imbedded  in  the  mountains,  and  inaccessible  but  by 
these  and  other  roads ;  to  enable  the  government  to  suppress 
insurrections  and  repel  invasions,  should  any  occur,  in  all 
the  country  west  of  the  mountains,  and  that  the  people  might 
be  brought  into  easj*,  cheap,  and  frequent  communication 
with  each  other,  whereby  they  should  live  together  in  lasting 
harmony  and  peace.  Such  was  its  history  and  well-known 
design;  a  work  which,  more  than  any  other  ever  undertaken 
by  the  government,  tends  to  consolidate  peace,  and  to  main- 
tain the  dignity,  and  reflect  the  glory  of  the  nation.  How 
in  the  face  of  all  this  history  and  all  this  design,  can  it  be 
held  that  the  action  of  Congress  was  a  purposeless  use  of  the 
lands  and  credit  of  the  United  States,  for  the  benefit  of  divers 
corporations  beyond  the  control  of  Congress  ?  and  that  the 
United  States  was  to  be  placed  in  the  relation  to  them  of  a 
simple  contract  creditor,  confined  to  such  remedies  as  the 
laws  of  the  numerous  States  and  Territories  traversed  by 
the  road  and  its  branches  afibrd  ? 

Will  it  be  said  that  because  Congress,  in  devising  the 
means  by  which  it  should  execute  the  powers  conferred  by 
the  Constitution,  has  profited  of  corporations  created  in  part 
by  Congress  for  the  purpose,  and  in  part  by  other  authority, 
and  because  the  normal  condition  of  these  corporations  was 
such  as  would  make  them  liable  to  taxation — ^the  fact  that' 
Congress  has  created  the  one  and  adopted  the  others  to  its 
use— does  not  afiect  the  right  of  the  State  to  tax  and  subvert 
all  this  property,  and  so  put  an  end  to  the  scheme  devised 
by  Congress  for  the  use  and  preservation  of  the  govern- 
ment? 

The  answer  is  plain.  The  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
in  the  exercise  of  its  constitutional  power,  has  adapted  this 
artificial  body  to  its  use,  has  made  it  its  agent,  has  clothed 
it  with  new  and  additional  powers  to  enable  it  to  execute 
the  lawful  will  of  Congress,  and  the  State  cannot  in  any 
manner  retard,  impede,  burden,  or  control  the  operations  of 
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this  agent,  the  company,  in  the  discharge  of  its  duties  and 
obligations  to  the  Federal  government. 

If  it  was  necessary,  the  wisdom  of  the  laws  under  consid- 
eration could  be  easily  vindicated ;  but  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  Congress  intended  to  and  did  provide  for  the  execution 
of  certain  of  its  delegated  powers.  And  this  has  been  done 
in  the  mode  and  way  which  Congress  deemed  most  appro- 
priate; one  in  which  the  greatest  economy  could  be  practised, 
and  the  greatest  benefit  secured  to  the  public,  with  the  least 
expenditure  of  the  public  money. 

Consider  the  efiect  of  these  Kansas  tax  laws  upon  this 
property.  If  sold  by  virtue  of  them  for  non-payment  of 
taxes,  the  purchaser  is  to  have  a  deed  in  fee  simple  of  the 
premises  or  parcel  of  land  that  he  purchased,  not  a  deed  that 
constitutes  him  a  corporation,  or  that  establishes  any  rela- 
tion between  him  and  the  company,  or  the  United  States. 
But  how  is  it  possible  for  the  State  to  invest  him  with  a  fee 
simple  title  ? 

And  what  becomes  of  the  personalty — the  "  rolling  stock," 
as  it  is  called  ?  That  is  to  be  seized  by  the  sherifi*  and 
sold;  and  being  personalty,  and  necessarily  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  sheriff,  it  shall  come  to  pass  that  the  locomo- 
tive and  train  transporting  the  mail,  troops,  and  war  mate- 
rial of  the  United  States  over  this  road  through  Kansas, 
destined  for  New  Mexico,  Colorado,  or  elsewhere  beyond  to 
protect  the  inhabitants  or  suppress  an  insurrection,  shall  be 
seized  by  the  Kansas  sheriff  for  the  non-payment  of  taxes. 

The  case  of  McCulloch  v.  Maryland*  seems  to  decide  this 
one.  This  court,  there  holding  that  Congress  under  the 
Constitution  has  absolute  and  exclusive  power  to  determine 
whether  an  act  of  legislation  is  or  is  not  necessary  for  car- 
rying into  effect  one  or  more  of  its  enumerated  powers,  pro- 
ceeds to  say  that  acts  passed  by  it  to  these  ends  cannot  be 
controlled  by  State  law.     It  says  further : 

"  The  power  to  create  is  the  power  to  preserve.  The  power 
to  tax  is  the  power  to  destroy,  and  a  power  to  destroy,  wielded 

»  4  Wheaton,  816. 
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by  a  different  hand,  is  incompatible  with  a  power  to  create  and 
preserve The  sovereignty  of  a  State  extends  to  every- 
thing which  exists  by  its  own  aathority,  or  is  introduced  by  its 
own  authority,  but  it  does  not  extend  to  those  means  which  are 
employed  by  Congress  to  carry  into  execution  powers  conferred  on 
that  body." 

And,  again : 

'<  We  find  on  just  theory  a  total  failure  of  the  original  right 
to  tax  the  means  employed  by  the  government  of  the  Union  for  the 
execution  of  its  plans.    This  right  never  existed,  and  the  question 

whether  it  has  been  surrendered  cannot  arise If  the 

States  may  tax  one  instrument  employed  by  the  government  in 
the  execution  of  its  powers,  they  may  tax  any  and  every  other 
instrument.  They  may  tax  the  mail,  the  mint,  patent  rights, 
the  papers  of  the  custom-house,  and  all  the  means  employed 
by  the  government.  This  was  not  intended  by  the  American 
people.*' 

It  was  not  the  intention  of  Congress  to  bargain  with  a 
corporation  in  Kansas  for  the  use  of  their  road  and  tele- 
graph. They  did  not  mean  to  take  a  lease  for  years  and  en- 
force their  rights  therein  by  action.  On  the  contrary,  it  was 
an  ordinary  act  of  legislation  to  secure  a  political  end  of 
government.  Congress  intended  to  create  an  agent  and  to 
compel  its  active  employment  by  means  of  law  and  powers 
reserved  in  transporting  mails,  troops,  munitions  of  war,  and 
necessary  information. 

A  brief  was  also  submitted  against  the  right  of  the  States 
to  tax,  by  Mr.  J.  H.  Slorr^  of  counsel  for  the  Central  Pacific 
Railroad  of  California^  and  of  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad 
Company. 

Mr.  BankSy  for  the  defendants;  a  brief  of  Mr.  Thatcher  being 
filed. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

In  this  case  the  court  has  no  concern  with  any  of  the  con- 
nected roads  which  form,  or  are  destined  to  form,  links  in 
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the  great  chain  of  transcontinental  railway.  We  have  only 
to  consider  the  liabilities  and  rights  of  the  Union  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company  in  respect  to  taxation  under  State  legis- 
lation. Argument  has  been  heard  on  behalf  of  some  of  the 
connected  corporations,  only  because  of  their  interest  in  the 
question,  by  reason  of  their  similar  situation  and  circum- 
stances in  reference  to  like  legislation. 

The  counsel  for  the  complainants  have  justly  said  that  the 
question  certified  here  for  decision  is  one  of  very  grave  im- 
portance. 

It  was  suggested,  rather  than  argued,  by  one  of  them,  that 
the  property  of  the  State  is  exempt  by  the  State  constitution 
from  taxation ;  and  that  the  State,  having  reserved  to  itself 
in  the  charter  the  right  to  purchase  the  road  at  the  end  of 
fifty  years  at  a  valuation  then  to  be  made,  upon  two  years' 
notice  to  the  company,  has,  therefore,  a  property  in  the  road 
which  cannot  be  taxed.  •  But  it  is  too  plain  for  argument 
that  the  interest  thus  reserved  is  too  remote  and  too  contin- 
gent to  be  regarded  as  within  the  meaning  of  the  exemption. 

The  main  argument  for  the  complainants,  however,  is  that 
the  road,  being  constructed  under  the  direction  and  author- 
ity of  Congress,  for  the  uses  and  purposes  of  the  United 
States,  and  being  a  part  of  a  system  of  roads  thus  constructed, 
is  therefore  exempt  from  taxation  under  State  authority.  It 
is  to  be  observed  that  this  exemption  is  not  claimed  under 
any  act  of  Congress.  It  is  not  asserted  that  any  act  declaring 
such  exemption  has  ever  received  the  sanction  of  the  fTational 
legislature.  But  it  is  earnestly  insisted  that  the  right  of  ex- 
emption arises  from  the  relations  of  the  road  to  the  General 
Government.  It  is  urged  that  the  aids  granted  by  Congress 
to  the  road  were  granted  in  the  exercise  of  its  constitutional 
powers  to  regulate  commerce,  to  establish  post-oflBces  and 
post-roads,  to  raise  and  support  armies,  and  to  suppress  in- 
surrection and  invasion ;  and  that  by  the  legislation  which 
supplied  aid,  required  security,  imposed  duties,  and  finally 
exacted,  upon  a  certain  contingency,  a  percentage  of  income, 
the  road  was  adopted  as  an  instrument  of  the  government, 
and  as  such  was  not  subject  to  taxation  by  the  State. 
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The  case  of  McCuUoch  v.  Maryland  is  much  relied  on  in 
support  of  this  position.  But  we  apprehend  that  the  reason- 
ing of  the  court  in  that  case  will  hardly  warrant  the  conclu- 
sion which  counsel  deduce  from  it  in  this.  In  that  case  the 
main  questions  were,  Whether  the  incorporation  of  the  Bank 
of  the  United  States,  with  power  to  establish  branches,  was 
an  act  of  legislation  within  the  constitutional  powers  of  Con- 
gress, and,  whether  the  bank  and  its  branches,  as  actually 
established,  were  exempt  from  taxation  by  State  legislation. 
Both  questions  were  resolved  in  the  affirmative.  In  deciding 
the  first  the  court  did  not  hold,  as  counsel  suppose,  that 
Congress,  under  the  Constitution,  has  absolute  and  exclu- 
sive power  to  determine  whether  an  act  of  legislation  is  or 
is  not  necessary  and  proper  as-  a  means  for  carrying  into 
effect  one  or  more  of  its  enumerated  powers.  It  defined  the 
words  "necessary  and  proper"  as  equivalent  in  meaning 
to  the  words  "  appropriate,  plainly  adapted,  not  prohibited, 
but  consistent  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Constitution/' 
and  held  that  the  incorporation  of  a  bank  with  bmnches 
was  a  necessary  and  proper  means  to  the  efl:eetual  exercise 
of  granted  power  within  the  definition  thus  given.  It  held 
further  that  Congress  was,  within  this  limit,  the  exclusive 
judge  as  to  the  means  best  adapted  to  the  end  proposed,  and 
that  its  choice  of  any  means  of  the  defined  character  was  re- 
stricted only  by  its  own  discretion.  But  the  question  whe- 
ther the  particular  means  adopted  was  within  the  general 
grant  of  incidental  powers  was  determined  by  the  court.  A 
great  part  of  the  argument  was  directed  to  the  proposition 
that  the  incorporation  of  a  bank  was  an  exercise  of  incidental 
power  within  the  true  meaning  of  the  terms  "  necessary  and 
proper,"  as  explained  by  the  court — an  argument  which 
would  have  been  quite  superfluous  if  that  question  was  to 
be  determined  finally  by  the  legislative  and  not  by  the  ju- 
dicial department  of  the  government. 

We  do  not  doubt,  however,  that  upon  the  principles  set- 
tled by  that  judgment.  Congress  may,  in  the  exercise  of 
powers  incidental  to  the  express  powers  mentioned  by  conu- 
sel,  make  or  authorize  contracts  with  individuals  or  corpora- 
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tions  for  services  to  the  government;  may  grant  aids,  by 
money  or  laud,  in  preparation  for,  and  in  the  performance 
of,  such  services;  may  make  any  stipulation  and  conditions 
in  relation  to  such  aids  not  contrary  to  the  Constitution;  and 
may  exempt,  in  its  discretion,  the  agencies  employed  in  such 
services  from  any  State  taxation  which  will  really  prevent 
or  impede  the  performance  of  them. 

But  can  the  right  of  this  road  to  exemption  from  such 
taxation  be  maintained  in  the  absence  of  any  legislation  by 
Congress  to  that  eftect  ? 

It  is  unquestionably  true  that  the  court,  in  determining 
the  second  general  question,  already  stated,  did  hold  that 
the  Bank  of  the  United  States,  with  its  branches,  was  exempt 
from  taxation  by  the  State  of  Maryland,  although  no  express 
exemption  was  found  in  the  charter.  But  it  must  be  remem* 
bered  that  the  Bank  of  the  United  States  was  a  corporation 
created  by  the  United  Stivtes;  and,  as  an  agent  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  constitutional  powers  of  the  government,  was  en- 
dowed by  the  act  of  creation  with  all  its  faculties,  powers, 
and  functions.  It  did  not  owe  its  existence,  or  any  of  its 
qualities,  to  State  legislation.  And  its  exemption  from  taxa- 
tion was  put  upon  this  ground.  Nor  was  the  exemption 
itself  without  important  limitations.  It  was  declared  not  to 
extend  to  the  real  property  of  the  bank  within  the  State ; 
nor  to  interests  held  by  citizens  of  the  State  in  the  insti- 
tution. 

In  like  manner  other  means  and  operations  of  the  govern- 
ment have  been  held  to  be  exempt  from  State  taxation  :  as 
bonds  issued  for  money  borrowed  ;*  certificates  of  indebt- 
edness issued  for  money  or  supplies  ;t  bills  of  credit  issued 
for  circulation.!  There  are  other  instances  in  which  exemp- 
tion, to  the  extent  it  is  established  in  McCullochy.  Maryland^ 
might  have  been  held  to  arise  from  the  simple  creation  and 
organization  of  corporations  under  acts  of  Congress,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  fTational  banking  associations;  but  in  which 

*  Weston  V.  City  of  Charleston,  2  Peters,  407. 
t  The  Banks  v.  The  Mayor,  7  Wallace,  24. 
)  Bank  v.  Supervisors,  lb.  28. 
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Congress  thought  fit  to  prescribe  the  extent  to  which  State 
taxation  may  be  applied.*  In  all  these  cases,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States,  exemption  from  liability  to 
taxation  was  maintained  upon  the  same  ground.  The  State 
tax  held  to  be  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  was  imposed 
directly  upon  an  operation  or  an  instrument  of  the  govern- 
ment. That  such  taxes  cannot  be  imposed  on  the  operations 
of  the  government,  is  a  proposition  which  needs  no  argu- 
ment to  support  it.  And  the  same  reasoning  will  apply  to 
instruments  of  the  government,  created  by  itself  for  public 
and  constitutional  ends.  But  we  are  not  aware  of  any  case 
in  which  the  real  estate,  or  other  property  of  a  corporation 
not  organized  under  an  act  of  Congress,  has  been  held  to  be 
exempt,  in  the  absence  of  express  legislation  to  that  efiect, 
to  just  contribution,  in  common  with  other  property,  to  the 
general  expenditure  for  the  common  benefit,  because  of  the 
employment  of  the  corporation  in  the  service  of  the  govern- 
ment. 

It  is  true  that  some  of  the  reasoning  in  the  case  of  McCuU 
loch  V.  Maryland  seems  to  favor  the  broader  doctrine.  But 
the  decision  itself  is  limited  to  the  case  of  the  bank,  as  a  cor- 
poration created  by  a  law  of  the  United  States,  and  respon- 
sible, in  the  use  of  its  franchises,  to  the  government  of  the 
United  States. 

And  even  in  respect  to  corporations  organized  under  the 
legislation  of  Congress,  we  have  already  held,  at  this  terra, 
that  the  implied  limitation  upon  State  taxation,  derived  from 
the  express  permission  to  tax  shares  in  the  National  banking 
associations,  is  to  be  so  construed  as  not  to  embarrass  the 
imposition  or  collection  of  State  taxes  to  the  extent  of  the 
permission  fairly  and  liberally  interpreted.f 

We  do  not  think  ourselves  warranted,  therefore,  in  ex- 
tending the  exemption  established  by  the  case  of  McCuUoch 
V.  MaryUind  beyond  its  terms.     We  cannot  apply  it  to  the 

*  Van  Allen  v.  The  Assessors,  8  Id.  673 ;  Bradley  v.  The  People,  4  Id. 
459;  People  v.  Commissioners,  lb.  244. 

f  National  Bank  v.  Commonwealth,  tupra^  868;  Lionberger  o.  Bowse, 
mtpraf  4GS. 
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case  of  a  corporation  deriving  its  existence  from  State  law, 
exercising  its  franchise  under  State  law,  and  holding  its 
property  within  State  jurisdiction  and  under  State  protec- 
tion. 

We  do  not  doubt  the  propriety  or  the  necessity,  under  the 
Constitution,  of  maintaining  the  supremacy  of  the  General 
Government  within  its  constitutional  sphere.  We  fully  rec- 
ognize the  soundness  of  the  doctrine,  that  no  State  has  a 
"  right  to  tax  the  means  employed  by  the  government  of  the 
Union  for  the  execution  of  its  powers."  But  we  think  there 
is  a  clear  distinction  between  the  means  employed  by  the 
government  and  the  property  of  agents  employed  by  the 
government.  Taxation  of  the  agency  is  taxation  of  the 
means;  taxation  of  the  property  of  the  agent  is  not  always, 
or  generally,  taxation  of  the  means. 

IJo  one  questions  that  the  power  to  tax  all  property,  busi- 
ness, and  persons,  within  their  respective  limits,  is  original 
in  the  States  and  has  never  been  surrendered.  It  cannot  be 
so  used,  indeed,  as  to  defeat  or  hinder  the  operations  of  the 
National  government;  but  it  will  be  safe  to  conclude,  in 
general,  in  reference  to  persons  and  State  corporations  em- 
ployed in  government  service,  that  when  Congress  has  not 
interposed  to  protect  their  property  from  State  taxation, 
such  taxation  is  not  obnoxious  to  that  objection.* 

We  perceive  no  limits  to  the  principle  of  exemption  which 
the  complainants  seek  to  establish.  It  would  remove  from 
the  reach  of  State  taxation  all  the.  property  of  every  agent 
of  the  government.  Every  corporation  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation of  mails,  or  of  government  property  of  any  de- 
scription, by  land  or  water,  or  in  supplying  materials  for 
the  use  of  the  government,  or  in  performing  any  service 
of  whatever  kind,  might  claim  the  benefit  of  the  exemption. 
The  amount  of  property  now  held  by  such  corporations,  and 
having  relations  more  or  less  direct  to  the  National  govern- 
ment and  its  service,  is  very  great.  And  this  amount  is 
continually  increasing;  so  that  it  may  admit  of  question 

*  Lane  County  v,  Oregon,  7  WaUace,  77;  JNatioual  Bank  v.  Common- 
wealthy  auprof  853. 
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whether  the  whole  income  of  the  property  which  will  re- 
maiu  liable  to  State  taxation,  if  the  principle  contended  for 
is  admitted  and  applied  in  its  fullest  extent,  may  not  nlti- 
raatelj  be  found  inadequate  to  the  support  of  the  State 
governments. 

The  nature  of  the  claims  to  exemption  which  would  be 
set  up,  is  well  illustrated  by  that  which  is  advanced  in  behalf 
of  the  complainants  in  the  case  before  us.  The  very  ground 
of  claim  is  in  the  bounties  of  the  General  Government.  The 
allegation  is,  that  the  government  has  advanced  large  sums 
to  aid  in  construction  of  the  road;  has  contented  itself  with 
the  security  of  a  second  mortgage ;  has  made  large  grants 
of  land  upon  no  condition  of  benefit  to  itself,  except  that 
the  company  will  perform  certain  services  for  full  compen- 
sation, independently  of  those  grants;  and  will  admit  the 
government  to  a  very  limited  and  wholly  contingent  interest 
in  remote  net  income.  And  because  of  these  advances  and 
these  grants,  and  this  fully  compensated  employment,  it  is 
claimed  that  this  State  corporation,  owing  its  being  to  State 
law,  and  indebted  for  these  benefits  to  the  consent  and  active 
interposition  of  the  State  legislature,  has  a  constitutional 
right  to  hold  its  property  exempt  from  State  taxation;  and 
this  without  any  legislation  on  the  part  of  Congress  which 
indicates  that  such  exemption  is  deemed  essential  to  the  full 
performance  of  its  obligations  to  the  government. 

We  are  unable  to  find  in  the  Constitution  any  warrant  for 
the  exemption  from  State  taxation  claimed  in  behalf  of  the 
complainants;  and  must,  therefore,  answer  the  question  cer- 
tified to  us 

In  thb  affirmative. 


Merrtman  v.  Bourne  et  al. 

1.  In  Californift  a  judgment  in  ejectment  has  the  same  conclusiveness  as  a 
judgment  in  any  common  law  action,  and  in  determining  its  effect  the 
8ame  principles  are  applied  which  control  the  result  of  the  like  inquiry  in 
other  cases.  A  defeated  plaintiff  may  hring  a  new  action  upon  an  after- 
acquired  title  with  the  same  effect  as  a  strangeri  in  whom  such  title 
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might  have  been  vested,  and  the  former  judgment  will  not  be  a  bar  to 
the  new  action. 

2.  If  a  party  who  has  entered  into  possession  of  land  as  a  tenant  under  an- 
other is  threatened  with  suit  upon  a  paramount  title,  the  threat,  under 
such  circumstances,  is  equivalent  to  eviction.  He  may,  thereupon, 
submit  in  good  faith,  and  attorn  to  the  party  holding  a  valid  title,  to 
avoid  litigation.  In  such  case  it  is  incumbent  upon  him,  and  those 
who  have  profited  by  his  submission,  to  show  the  existence  and  supe- 
riority of  the  title  in  question. 

S.  In  this  case  W.  had  recovered  in  ejectment,  upon  an  adverse  title,  against 
some  of  the  parties  in  possession  of  the  premises  holding  under  one  F. ; 
and  he  threatened  suit  against  the  others,  who  to  avoid  expensive  liti- 
gation acknowledged  the  title  of  W.,  and  took  leases  from  him,  and  at 
the  expiration  of  the  leases  surrendered  the  possession  to  him.  This 
possession  is  found  to  have  been  fairly  and  honestly  acquired,  without 
force,  fraud,  or  surprise :  Held,  that  if  the  holding  of  the  parties  under 
F.  was  that  of  tenants,  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  between  them 
was  thus  extinguished ;  but  if  the  holding  by  them  was  as  grantees  in 
fee,  they  were  not  estopped  from  denying  F.'s  title.  Grantees  in  fee 
hold  adversely  to  all  the  world,  and  have  the  same  right  to  deny  the 
title  of  their  vendors  as  the  title  of  any  other  party. 

4.  The  alcalde  was  the  chief  executive  officer  of  the  pueblo  of  San  Francisco, 

and,  as  such,  had  authority  to  make  grants  of  the  pueblo  lands  sub- 
ject to  the  authority  lodged  in  the  ayuntami,ento,  and  the  still  higher 
authority  of  the  departmental  governor  and  assembly. 

5.  The  ordinance  of  the  common  council  of  San  Francisco,  known  as  the 

Van  Ness  ordinance,  gave  to  parties  holding  alcalde  grants  within  cer- 
tain defined  limits  in  that  city,  where  the  grants  had  been  recorded  in 
the  proper  books,  deposited  with  the  recorder  of  the  county  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, on  or  before  April  8d,  1850,  a  new  title  upon  which  an  action 
would  lie,  if  the  grants  were  by  themselves  without  that  ordinance  in- 
effectual to  pass  the  title. 

6.  The  act  of  Congress  of  July  1st,  1864,  is  a  confirmation  of  the  title  held 

under  the  Van  Ness  ordinance,  and  took  effect  by  relation  as  of  the 
time  when  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  confirming  the  ordi- 
nance was  passed. 

Error  to  the  Circait  Court  for  the  District  of  California. 

Merryman  brought  ejectment,  in  April,  1860,  against 
Bourne  and  several  others  for  a  parcel  of  lajid  situated 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  as 
<lefined  by  her  charter  of  1851.  The  case  was  tried  by  the 
court  without  a  jury,  by  stipulation  of  parties  in  writing. 
The  facts  found  by  the  court,  and  its  conclusions  of  law, 
were  as  follows : 

TOL.  IX.  88 
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Ist.  That  on  the  15th  day  of  April,  1847,  there  was  duly 
issued  by  Edwin  Bryant,  then  alcalde  of  the  town  of  San 
Francisco,  to  S.  E.  Woodworth,  one  of  the  defendants,  in  due 
form,  a  grant  in  fee  of  a  one  hundred  vara  lot,*  within  the 
corporate  limits  of  said  town,  which  embraced  the  prem- 
ises described  in  the  complaint  in  this  action,  and  which 
grant  was  registered  and  recorded  in  a  proper  book  of 
records  deposited  in  the  office,  or  custody,  or  control  of  the 
recorder  of  the  county  of  San  Francisco,  on  or  before  the 
8d  day  of  April,  A.D.  1850. 

2d.  That  soon  after  this  grant  was  issued  the  said  S.  E. 
Woodworth  entered  into  possession  of  the  said  lot,  and  in- 
closed the  same  with  a  fence,  and  so  continued  in  possession 
for  some  months  then  next  ensuing. 

8d.  That  subsequently  the  fence,  having  either  fallen  down 
or  been  removed  by  trespassers,  one  Fulton,  claiming  under 
a  grant  issued  by  one  Colton,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  for  said 
lot,  entered  on  a  portion  of  the  lot;  and  thereupon  Wood- 
worth,  in  the  year  1850,  brought  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  Fulton  in  the  Court  of  First  Instance,  at  San  Fran- 
cisco, to  recover  the  possession  of  the  premises,  in  which 
action  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  Woodworth,  on 
which  a  writ  of  restitution  issued,  by  virtue  of  which  Wood- 
worth  was  restored  to  the  possession,  atler  which  Fulton 
appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  California, 
by  which  court  the  judgment  was  reversed  and  the  cause  re- 
manded; whereupon  a  final  judgment  was  afterwards  ren- 
dered in  the  lower  court  in  favor  of  Fulton,  and  by  virtue 
of  process  issued  thereon  Fulton  was  restored  to  his  posses- 
sion, and  he  and  those  claiming  under  him  continued  in  pos- 
session until  they  were  ejected  as  hereinafter  stated. 

4th.  That  in  January,  1852,  the  said  S.  E.  Woodworth, 
by  R  good  and  sufficient  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  conveyed 
the  said  one  hundred  vara  lot,  including  the  premises  in 
controversy,  to  F.  A.  Woodworth,  now  deceased,  who,  iu. 
the  years  1853  and  1854,  instituted  in  the  District  Court  of 

*  A  one  hundred  vara  lot  is  a  lot  275  feet  square. 
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the  4th  judicial  district  in  San  Francisco,  actions  of  eject- 
ment against  some  of  the  parties  in  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises claiming  under  Fulton,  and  recovered  judgments  on 
which  writs  of  restitution  were  issued  and  served,  by  virtue 
of  which  F.  A.  Woodworth  was  restored  to  the  possession 
of  the  premises  occupied  by  the  defendants  in  said  writs,  and 
the  remaining  persons  in  possession  of  said  premises  under 
said  Fulton,  and  who  were  not  included  in  said  ejectment 
suits,  on  being  threatened  with  suits  by  said  F.  A.  Wood- 
worth  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  premises  held  by  them, 
and  with  a  view  to  avoid  expensive  litigation,  acknowledged 
the  said  Woodworth's  title  and  took  leases  from  him;  at  the 
expiration  of  which  leases  they  surrendered  the  possession 
to  him,  Woodworth;  and  the  possession  of  said  Woodworth, 
80  obtained  under  writs  of  restitution  and  by  surrender, 
was  fairly  and  honestly  acquired,  without  force,  fraud,  or 
surprise. 

6th.  That  on  the  12th  December,  1849,  Colton,  justice  of 
the  peace,  already  mentioned,  issued  a  grant  to  one  Atwill 
for  the  said  one  hundred  vara  lot,  and  on  the  11th  February, 
1850,  Atwill  conveyed  to  the  said  Fulton  whatever  title  he 
acquired  by  the  grant  in  and  to  the  premises  in  controversy; 
and  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of 
this  suit,'  had  acquired  and  held  by  regular  mesne  convey-- 
ances  all  the  title  of  Fulton. 

6th.  That  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action 
the  said  F.  A.  Woodworth,  and  the  other  defendants  under 
a  license  from  him,  were  in  possession  of  the  premises  in 
controverey. 

And  as  conclusions  of  law  from  the  facts  aforesaid,  the 
court  found: 

1st.  That  the  grant  from  Colton,  the  justice  of  the  peace, 
to  Atwill  was  void,  and  conveyed  no  title  to  the  premises; 
and  that  the  judgment  in  the  suit  of  Woodworth  v.  Fulton 
was  in  no  respect  an  aifirmance  of  the  validity  of  the  title  of 
Fulton,  but  only  a  disaffirmance  of  the  validity  of  the  title 
of  Woodworth,  the  plaintifi*  in  that  suit,  as  the  title  was  then 
aet  up  and  held  by  him. 
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2d.  That  as  against  the  defendants  in  this  suit,  peaceably 
in  possession  of  the  premises  in  controversy,  the  plaintifi' 
must  recover  on  the  strength  of  his  own  title;  that  the  title 
set  up  by  him  was  invalid,  and  the  judgment  aforesaid  did 
not  estop  the  defendants  to  deny  the  validity  of  said  plain- 
tiiF's  title. 

8d.  That  the  judgment  aforesaid  was  a  decision  that  the 
defendant  Woodworth's  title,  as  then  held  by  him,  was  in- 
valid, but  it  did  not  estop  him  to  set  up  any  title  to  said 
premises  acquired  since  the  said  judgment. 

4th.  That  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the 
State  of  California,  entitled  ^^  An  act  concerning  the  city  of 
San  Francisco,  and  to  ratify  and  confirm  certain  ordinances 
of  the  common  council  of  said  city,"  approved  March  11th, 
1858,  and  by  virtue  of  the  ordinances  referred  to  in  said 
act,  and  of  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  entitled 
^*  An  act  to  expedite  the  settlement  of  titles  to  lands  in  the 
State  of  California,"  approved  July  1st,  1864,  all  the  title  of 
the  United  States,  and  of  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  in  and 
to  the  premises  in  controversy,  became  and  was  vested  in 
F.  A.  Woodworth,  and  by  virtue  thereof  the  defendant,  S. 
E.  Woodworth,  as  executor  of  the  said  F.  A.  Woodworth, 
deceased,  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  premises  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint  and  every  part  thereof.*  • 

Judgment  was  accordingly  rendered  for  the  defendants, 
and  the  plaintifi»  brought  the  case  to  this  court  on  writ  of 
error. 

Mr.  Cashing  {who  JUed  a  brief  of  Messrs.  Turner ^  Patterson^ 
Jarboe,  and  Harrison)^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error : 

The  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Californiaf  in  the 
case  of  Woodworth  v.  Fultony  was  a  final  judgment,  involv- 
ing  and  determining  the  invaliditi^  of  the  grant  which  is  relied 
upon  as  a  defeYice  to  this  action.     That  determination  was 

*  For  a  more  minute  statement  of  the  provisions  of  the  Van  Ness  ordi- 
nance and  act  of  Gongressi  see  Lynch  «.  Bernal,  mqmij  p.  815. 
t  1  California,  295. 
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(and  ie)  not  only  the  law  of  that  case  but  the  law  of  that 
piece  of  property. 

The  defendant,  Woodworth,  and  all  claiming  under  him, 
as  against  Fulton  and  the  plaintiff  (here),  who  is  in  privity 
with  him,  are  barred  from  asserting  that  title.  The  same  evi- 
dence which  Woodworth  relied  upon  in  Woodworth  v.  Fulton^ 
i.  €.<,  the  alcalde  grant,  is  now  relied  on  as  a  defence  to  this 
action.*  The  facts  in  Woodworth  v.  FuUon,  as  to  Woodworth^s 
title  and  right  of  possession,  are  the  same  as  in  this  case, 
and  the  decision  in  that  case  was  upon  the  law  of  the  alcalde 
grantf  It  will  not  be  pretended  that  while  Fulton  and 
his  tenants  and  privies  were  in  possession,  under  the  writ 
of  restitution  and  judgment  in  Woodworth  v.  Fulton^  they 
were  trespassers  on  the  said  premises,  or  that  a  judgment 
for  mesne  profits  could  have  been  recovered  against  them? 
The  law  after  a  solemn  determination  placed  them  there, 
and  they  were  therefore  rightfully  there.  When  did  that 
right  cease  f    Never  by  any  act  of  theirs. 

In  California  the  action  of  ejectment,  as  at  common  law, 
Tvas  never  used.  There  it  is  "  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
real  property;  or  of  an  estate  or  interest  therein ;  or  for  the 
determination  in  any  form  of  such  right  or  interest."]; 

The  facts  found  as  to  the  mode  in  which  F.  A.  Woodworth 
obtained  possession  of  part  of  the  premises  from  Fulton's 
tenants — ^his  threats  and  compromises — show  a  tampering 
with  them;  and,  having  entered  under  our  tenants,  he  him- 
self becomes  our  tenant,  and  is  estopped  from  asserting  that 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  possession. 

Conceding  that,  by  the  later  decisions  of  California,  an 
alcalde  grant,  such  as  was  here  set  up,  may  be  valid,  those 
decisions  cannot  affect  the  prior  unreversed  case  of  Wood- 
toorth  V.  FulioTiy  in  which  it  was  held  otherwise. 

So  far  as  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  1st,  1864,  is  relied 
on,  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  it  was  passed  more  than  four 

*  Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  229;  Eastman  v.  Cooper,  15  Pickering,  285; 
Baker  «.  Rand,  18  Barbour,  152;  Burkland  v.  Brown,  5  Sandford,  184. 
f  Betts  V.  Starr,  5  Connecticut,  550;  Plcak  v.  Chambers,  7  B.  Monroe,  566. 
t  Fids  Practice  Act. 
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years  after  the  institution  of  this  suit.     Of  course,  it  cannot 
be  considered. 

Mr.  G.  H.  Williams f  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  S WAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court* 

This  case  is  brought  before  us  by  a  writ  of  error  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Cali- 
fornia. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  below. 
The  suit  was  ejectment,  brought  to  recover  the  premises  de- 
scribed in  the  plaintiff's  declaration.  They  are  situated  in 
the  city  of  San  Francisco.  The  parties  stipulated  in  writing 
that  the  cause  should  be  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury, 
and  it  was  tried  accordingly.  The  court  found  the  facts 
specially,  pursuant  to  the  statute  which  governs  the  practice 
in  such  cases,  and  they  are  set  forth  in  the  record.  Judg- 
ment was  given  for  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  there- 
upon sued  out  this  writ  of  error.  So  far  as  the  facts  of  the 
case  are  concerned  the  findings  of  the  court  are  conclusive 
between  the  parties.  The  only  questions  open  for  our  con- 
sideration are  questions  of  law,  arising  upon  the  facts  as  thus 
presented  in  the  record. 

Three  grounds  are  relied  upon  for  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment. 

Two  of  them  are  substantially  the  same,  and  will  be  con- 
sidered together. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  rights  of  the  parties,  touching  the 
premises  in  controversy,  were  settled  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  in  the  case  of  Woodworth  v.  FtdUmy  reported  in  let 
California  Reports,  295. 

This  is  an  error.  Woodworth  prosecuted  the  action.  The 
premises  were  the  same  with  those  involved  in  the  present 
suit.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  decided  two  points, 
and  none  other:  (1.)  That  the  alcalde  grant  to  B.  E.  Wood- 
worth  was  void  for  want  of  the  requisite  authority  in  the 
officer  who  made  it — the  court  holding  that  an  alcalde  was 
incompetent  to  give  any  title ;  (2.)  That  if  a  recovery  could 
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be  had  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  upon  mere  prior  poBses- 
8ion,  no  sufficient  possession  was  shown  on  the  pai*t  of  the 
plaintiff.  Nothing  was  decided  or  said  bj  the  court  as  to 
the  title  of  the  defendant. 

In  California  a  judgment  in  ejectment  has  the  same  con- 
clusiveness as  a  judgment  in  any  common  law  action,  and 
in  determining  its  effect  the  same  principles  are  applied 
which  control  the  result  of  the  like  inquiry  in  other  cases. 
A  defeated  plaintiff  may  bring  a  new  action  upon  an  after- 
acquired  title  with  the  same  effect  as  a  stranger  in  whom 
such  title  might  have  been  vested,  and  the  former  judgment 
will  no  more  bar.  one  than  the  other.* 

It  appears  by  the  finding  of  facts  that  P.  A.  Woodworth 
did  bring  a  new  action  against  a  part  of  those  in  possession. 
He  recovered  and  ousted  the  defendants  by  writs  of  restitur 
tion.  The  other  parties  in  possession  thereupon  surrendered 
and  attorned  to  him.  He  thus  acquired  possession  of  the 
entire  premises,  and  he,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  held 
it  when  this  suit  was  instituted. 

The  cases  in  which  the  judgments  were  recovered  are  not 
before  us.  Who  the  defendants  were,  and  what  title  was 
developed  by  the  plaintiff,  we  do  not  know.  For  all  the 
purposes  of  this  case  the  judgments  must  be  held  to  have 
been  properly  rendered,  and  to  be  valid.  They  cannot  be 
collaterally  questioned  in  this  proceeding. 

It  is  insisted  also  that  Woodworth  obtained  possession  of 
a  part  of  the  premises  by  tampering  with  the  tenants  of 
Fulton,  under  whom  the  plaintiffs  in  error  claim,  and  thus 
became  such  tenant  himself,  and  hence  is  estopped  from  de- 
nying the  validity  of  the  alleged  Fulton  title. 

The  language  of  the  finding  upon  this  subject  is  as  fol- 
lows: ^^And  the  remaining  persons  in  possession  of  said' 
premises  under  said  Fulton,  and  who  were  not  included  in 
said  ejectment  suits,  on  being  threatened  with  suits  by  said 
F.  A.  Woodworth  to  recover  possession  of  t^e  premises  held 
by  them  and  with  a  view  to  avoid  expensive  litigation,  ac- 


*  Barrows  v.  Kindred,  4  Wallace,  899. 
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knowledged  said  Woodworth's  title,  and  took  leases  from 
him,  at  the  expiration  of  which  leases  they  surrendered  the 
possession  to  the  said  Woodworth,  and  the  possebsion  of  said 
Woodworth  so  obtained  under  said  writs  of  restitution,  and 
by  surrender,  was  fairly  and  honestly  acquired,  without  force, 
fraud,  or  surprise." 

How  many  such  parties  were  in  possession,  what  portion 
of  the  premises  their  possession  embraced,  and  whether  their 
possession  under  Fulton  was  as  vendees,  lessees,  or  other- 
wise, does  not  appear. 

If  they  were  grantees  in  fee  the  principle  relied  upon  has 
no  application.  It  is  one  of  the  incidents  of  subinfeudation, 
and  was  brought  into  the  common  law  from  the  feudal  sys- 
tem. It  does  not  reach  the  relation  of  vendor  and  such  a 
vendee.  The  latter  holds  adversely  to  all  the  world,  and  has 
the  same  right  to  deny  the  title  of  his  vendor  as  the  title  of 
any  other  party.* 

Error  is  not  to  be  presumed.  It  must  be  affirmatively 
shown.  Doubts  are  to  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  judgment 
rather  than  against  it  But  if  the  parties  were  the  tenants 
of  Fulton,  the  fact  would  not  avail  the  plaiutifi*  in  error. 
The  principle  sought  to  be  applied  is  subject  to  several  well- 
settled  qualifications.  It  may  be  shown  that  the  landlord's 
title  has  ceased  by  expiration  or  transfer.  If  the  tenant  be 
evicted,  he  may  take  a  new  lease  from  the  party  evicting 
him.  It  has  been  held,  that  if  threatened  with  suit  upon  a 
paramount  title,  the  threat,  under  such  circumstances,  is 
equivalent  to  eviction.  He  may,  thereupon,  submit  in  good 
faith,  and  attorn  to  the  party  holding  a  valid  title,  to  avoid 
litigation.  In  such  case  it  is  incumbent  upon  him,  and  those 
who  have  profited  by  his  submission,  to  show  the  existence 
and  saperiority  of  the  title  in  question*! 

*  Blight's  Lessee  o.  Bochester,  7  Wheaton,  636;  Watkins  v.  Holman,  10 
Peters,  26 ;  Grozall  v,  Shererd,  6  WaUace,  288 ;  Osterhout  v.  Shoemaker, 
8  Hill,  618;  Barker  «.  Soloman,  2  Metcalf,  82. 

t  Mayor  of  Poole  v,  Whitt,  16  Moeson  &  WeUby,  677;  Bmery  v,  BarneU, 
4  Common  Bench,  N.  S.  428 ;  Lunsford  v.  Turner,  6  J.  J.  Marshall,  106; 
Gutbertson  «.  Irving,  4  Hurlstone  &  Norman,  768;  Jordan  «.  Twella,  Caaes 
tempore  Uordwicke,  172. 
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UpoD  the  disavowal  of  the  landlord's  title  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant  ceases,  and,  as  between  them,  the  tenant 
becomes  a  trespasser.  The  statute  of  limitations  begins  to 
run,  and  the  landlord  may  sue  at  once  to  recover  possession. 
He  need  not  wait  for  the  end  of  the  leasehold  term."*" 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  Woodworth  had  recovered 
upon  the  adverse  title  against  a  part  of  those  in  possession, 
and  threatened  suit  against  the  othera.  They  yielded,  to 
avoid  the  inevitable  adverse  consequences  of  a  contest.  This 
they  had  a  right  to  do.  The  court  found  that  the  possession 
was  obtained  by  Woodworth  "  fairly  and  honestly,''  *' with- 
out force,  fraud,  or  surprise."  This  is  conclusive  as  to  the 
integrity  and  validity  of  the  transaction,  and  brings  the  case 
within  the  authorities  referred  to.  The  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  between  Fulton  and  those  parties,  if  it  subsisted 
before,  was  thus  extinguished. 

Woodworth  claimed  title  under  an  alcalde  grant  of  the 
16th  of  April,  1847.  Pulton,  under  a  grant  from  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  of  the  21st  of  December,  1 849.  It  is  not  claimed 
that  the  latter  grant  is  of  any  validity. 

Emanating,  at  the  time  it  bears  date,  from  such  a  source, 
it  is  as  if  it  came  from  any  other  person  unauthorized  to  give 
it,  and  did  not  carry  with  it  even  color  of  title.  It  is  utterly 
void.  It  may,  therefore,  be  laid  out  of  view,  as  an  element 
in  the  case  of  no  moment. 

The- conquest  of  California  by  the  arms  of  the  United 
States  is  regarded  as  having  become  complete  on  the  7th 
of  July,  1846.  On  that  day  the  government  of  the  United 
States  succeeded  to  the  rights  and  authority  of  the  govern- 
ment of  Mexico.  The  dominion  of  the  latter  sovereignty 
was  then  finally  displaced,  and  succeeded  by  that  of  the 
former.  Before  that  time,  the  pueblo  or  village  of  Ban 
Francisco  existed,  and  under  the  laws  of  the  country  was 
entitled  to  the  territory  within  certain  prescribed  limits, 
known  as  pueblo  lands.  It  had  also  an  ayuntamiento  or 
town  council,  and  an  alcalde.     The  alcalde  was  the  chief 

«  Willison  V.  Watkins,  8  Fetere,  48. 
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executive  officer  of  the  pueblo,  aud,  as  such,  had  authority 
to  make  grants  of  the  pueblo  lands. 

The  exercise  of  this  function  was  subject  to  the  authority 
lodged  in  the  ayuntamiento,  and  to  the  still  higher  authority 
of  the  departmental  governor  and  assembly.  In  the  case 
of  Woodworth  V.  Fulton^*  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  State  that,  from  the  time  of  the  conquest,  these  pueblo 
lands,  so  far  as  they  had  not  been  granted  to  individuals, 
became  a  part  of  the  public  domain  of  the  United  States, 
and,  as  such,  subject  to  the  exclusive  control  and  dispo- 
sition  of  Congress.  This  doctrine  was  subsequently  over* 
ruled  in  the  case  of  Cohas  v.  Raisin.'\  It  was  there  held  that 
the  conquest  had  no  such  effect,  but  that  the  lands  continued 
to  be  the  public  property  of  the  municipality,  as  before  the 
war;  and  that  the  laws  of  Mexico  relating  to  the  subject 
continued  in  force  until  changed  by  the  legislative  authority 
of  the  State.  It  was  further  held  that  an  alcalde  grant,  made 
after  the  conquest,  was  to  be  presumed  valid,  and  was  com- 
petent to  convey  title.  These  doctrines  are  now  firmly  estab- 
lished as  a  part  of  the  rules  of  property  of  the  State.^ 

But  it  is  insisted,  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiffi  in  error,  that 
these  adjudications  cannot  affect  the  prior  unreversed  judg- 
ment in  the  case  of  Woodworth  v.  FuUon^  in  which  the  rulings 
were  otherwise.  Conceding  this  to  be  so,  the  result  of  this 
case  must  still  be  against  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  common 
council  of  San  Francisco,  by  an  ordinance  of  the  20th  of 
June,  1855,  known  as  the  Van  Ness  ordinance,  relinquished 
all  her  rights  in  the  pueblo  lands  of  the  city  to  the  parties 
respectively  within  the  category  of  Woodworth,  and  to  those 
claiming  under  them  by  competent  mesne  conveyances. 
This  ordinance  was  confirmed  by  an  act  of  the  legislature 
of  the  State  of  the  11th  of  March,  1858.§ 

This  gave  to  Woodworth,  and  those  claiming  under  him, 
a  new  and  after-acquired  title,  upon*  which,  according  to  the 

*  1  California,  296.  f  8  California,  484. 

X  Hart  «.  Burnett,  16  California,  680;  Payne  &  Dewey  «.  Tread weU,  16 
Id.  221 ;  Wtiite  v.  Mo«e8,  21  Id.  84. 
{  16  California,  027,  note  8. 
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later  adjudications  referred  to,  he  was  entitled  to  recover, 
and  to  an  action  upon  which  the  prior  judgment  in  Wood- 
worth  V.  Fulton  was  not  and  could  not  be  a  bar.  The  act  of 
Congress  of  July  1st,  1864,  was  a  further  confirmation  of 
the  Woodworth  title,  and  operated  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  ordinance  of  the  city  council  and  the  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture before  mentioned. 

It  is  said  that  the  act  of  Congress  was  passed  after  the 
institution  of  this  suit,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  considered. 
To  this  there  are  two  answers.  It  is  by  no  means  clear  that 
the  act  was  necessary  to  the  completeness  and  validity  of  the 
title  in  question.  The  later  adjudications  referred  to,  made 
before  the  passage  of  the  act,  held  by  necessary  implication 
that  it  was  not.  But  if  it  were  necessary,  we  have  no  diffi- 
culty in  holding  that  it  took  effect  by  relation,  as  of  the  time 
when  the  act  of  the  legislature  confirming  the  ordinance  of 
the  council  was  passed.'*' 

We  think  the  facts  found  by  the  court  below  fully  sustain 

the  judgment  given,  and  it  is 

Affirmed. 


Public  Schools  v.  Walkbb. 

Where  counsel  desire  to  have  a  case  reheard,  they  may—if  the  court  does 
not,  on  its  own  motion,  order  a  rehearing — submit  without  argument,  a 
brief  written  or  printed  petition  or  suggestion  of  the  point  or  points 
which  ihey  think  important.  If  upon  such  petition  or  suggestion  any 
judge  who  concurred  in  the  decision  thinks  proper  to  move  for  a  re- 
hearing the  motion  will  be  considered.  If  not  so  moved,  the  rehearing 
is  denied  as  of  course. 

This  case  was  argued  at  an  earlier  part  of  the  term ;  and 
the  coui*t,  after  advisement,  having  announced  its  judgment 
of  aflirmance,t  Messrs,  Blair  and  Dickj  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error ^ 

*  Poole  et  a1.  v.  Fleeger  et  al.,  11  Peters,  185 ;  Jackson  v,  Dickenson  et  al., 
16  Johnson,  809;  Hammond  v.  Warfield  et'al ,  2  Harris  &  Johnson,  165; 
HcConnell  v.  Brown,  Littell's  Select  Gases,  460 ;  Pearson  v.  Darrington,  21 
Alabama,  175. 

t  Supra,  290. 
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now  submitted,  without  oral  argument,  a  printed  brief,  ask- 
ing for  rehearing  and  setting  forth  certain  points  of  the  case, 
including  a  fundamental  fact,  on  which  as  they  conceived, 
the  court  had  fallen  into  misapprehension. 
Having  taken  time  to  examine  the  brief. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  now  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

No  member  of  the  court  who  concurred  in  the  judgment 
desires  a  reargument,  and  the  petition  must,  therefore,  be 
denied. 

The  rule  on  this  subject,  long  since  established,  was  stated 
by  Chief  Justice  Taney  at  the  December  Term,  1852,  in  these 
words : 

''  No  reargnment  will  be  granted  in  any  case  unless  a  member 
of  the  court  who  concurred  in  the  judgment  desires  it,  and  when 
that  is  the  case  it  will  be  ordered  without  waiting  for  the  appli- 
cation of  counsel/' 

The  grounds  of  this  rule  were  fully  explained  in  that  case, 
and  need  not  be  restated.* 

Where  the  court  does  not  on  its  own  motion  order  a  re- 
hearing, it  will  be  proper  for  counsel  to  submit  without  argu- 
ment, as  has  been  done  in  the  present  instance,  a  brief  writ- 
ten or  printed  petition  or  suggestion  of  the  point  or  points 
thought  important  If  upon  such  petition  or  suggestion  any 
judge  who  concurred  in  the  decision  thinks  proper  to  move 
for  a  rehearing  the  motion  will  be  considered.  If  not  so 
moved  the  rehearing  will  be  denied  as  of  course. 

*  Brown  v.  Aspden,  14  Howard,  26;  United  States  v.  Knight's  Adm.,  1 
Black,  4S9. 
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Ex  PARTE  Morris  and  Johnson. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  court  below  to  obey  and  give  effect  to  the  mandate  of 

this  court,  as  far  as  practicable.  Where  the  mandate  is  for  restitution 
of  moneys,  recovered  by  persons  under  a  decree  of  the  court  below,  all 
persons  within  the  reach  of  the  territorial  Jurisdiction  of  that  court 
should  be  required  by  the  proper  order  to  refund  what  they  have  re- 
ceived. If  they  fail  to  do  so,  they  should  be  dealt  with  promptly,  by 
attachment,  for  contempt.  This  in  no  wise  interferes  with  common  law 
remedies,  except  that  the  parties  entitled  to  restitution  cannot  be  paid 
twice. 

2.  If  a  party  within  the  jurisdiction  is  in  possession  of  any  part  of  the  fund 

ordered  to  be  paid  back,  which  was  received  by  another  who  is  out  of 
the  Jurisdiction,  the  rights  of  the  petitioners  follow  the  money  into  his 
hands,  and  he  is  liable  for  it.  Such  party,  within  the  jurisdiction, 
should,  on  an  allegation  of  his  possession,  be  required  to  disclose  the  facts 
touching  that  subject,  and  if  he  is  in  such  possession,  he  should  be  re- 
quired to  restore  the  money  so  received. 
8.  Where  a  marshal,  who  is  bound  under  a  mandate  f^om  this  court  to  make 
restitution,  returns  that  he  has  deposited  the  money  in  bank  pursuant  to 
directions  from  the  United  States,  the  circumstances  of  the  deposit 
should  be  inquired  into.  If  the  money  was  deposited,  pursuant  to  in- 
structions from  the  proper  authority,  he  is  exonerated,  and  in  that  event 
the  proper  certificate  should  be  given  by  the  court  to  the  petitioners, 
and  they  be  left  to  seek  redress  in  the  appropriate  manner.  The  court 
has  no  authority  to  order  the  United  States  to  refund. 

This  was  a  petition  presented  by  Mr.  P.  Phillips^  in  behalf 
of  Morris  avd  Johnson^  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  against  Rich- 
ard Busteed,  judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Middle  District  of  Alabama. 

Mr.  Justice  8WATNE  stated  the  facts,  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  United  States  filed  an  information  in  the  District 
Court  for  the  Middle  District  of  Alabama,  against  certain 
bales  of  cotton,  which  it  was  alleged  were  liable  to  seizure 
and  confiscation,  and  had  come  into  the  possession  of  the 
petitioners.  The  court  entered  a  personal  decree  against 
them  for  the  value  of  the  cotton.  They  brought  the  case 
here  by  appeal.  This  court  reversed  the  judgment  and  re- 
manded the  cause,  with  directions  to  the  District  Court  '^  to 
cause  restitution  to  be  made  to  the  appellants  of  whatever 
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they  have  been  compelled  to  pay  under  that  decree."  A 
mandate  to  this  effect  was  sent  to  the  District  Court*  Noth- 
ing effectual  has  been  done  under  it.  The  petition,  which 
is  the  foundation  of  this  proceeding,  was  filed  in  this  court. 
The  district  judge  waived  the  issuing  of  a  rule  to  show  cause, 
and  submitted  a  return  by  which  the  following  facts  appear. 

After  the  rendition  of  the  decree  the  judge  made  an  order 
directing  the  money,  when  collected,  to  be  distributed  as 
therein  prescribed.  Five  per  cent,  was  to  be  paid  to  P.  Q. 
Smith,  the  attorney  of  the  United  States ;  one  per  cent  to 
John  Hardy,  the  marshal ;  one  per  cent,  to  E.  C.  F.  Blake, 
the  clerk  of  the  court;  and  one-half  of  the  entire  amount, 
less  costs  and  charges,  to  E.  R.  McCrosky,  the  informer. 
The  other  half  was  to  be  held  in  the  registry  of  the  court, 
subject  to  the  order  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Afi, 
fa.  was  issued  on  the  decree,  and  the  full  amount  collected 
from  the  petitioners.  The  mandate  of  this  court  was  pre- 
sented to  the  District  Court,  and  proceedings  instituted  to 
enforce  the  order  of  restitution;  Written  answers  were  filed 
by  the  parties  who  were  brought  before  the  court. 

McCrosky,  the  informer,  was  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
State  of  Alabama.  He  did  not  appear  or  answer.  The  dis- 
trict attorney  admitted  that  he  had  received  the  amount  ad- 
judged to  him;  but  insisted  that  he  had  a  right  to  hold  it 
In  his  oral  examination  before  the  court  it  was  proposed 
to  show  by  his  testimony  that  he  had  received  a  large  part 
of  the  money  paid  to  the  informer.  This  was  objected  to  by 
his  counsel,  and  the  objection  was  sustained  by  the  court. 

The  clerk  answered  that  he  had  received  nothing  under 
the  order. 

The  marshal  answered  that  after  paying  Smith  and  Mc- 
Crosky, he  had  deposited  the  residue,  less  the  costs  of  the 
case,  in  the  First  National  Bank  of  Selma,  pursuant  .to  in- 
structions from  the  Interior  Department.  That  bank  has 
since  failed,  and  is  now  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver.  The 
receiver's  answer  is  in  the  case,  but  requires  no  particular 
notice. 

»  7  WaUace,  679. 
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Under  these  circumstances  the  district  judge  was  at  a  loss 
how  to  execute  the  mandate  heretofore  sent  to  him,  and  sub- 
mits himself  to  this  court  for  further  instructions. 

The  duty  of  the  District  Court  is  simple  and  obvious,  and 
its  power  ample.  The  mandate  of  this  court  must  be  obeyed 
as  far  as  practicable.  All  the  distributees  within  reach  of  the 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  except  the  United  States, 
must  be  req.uired  by  the  proper  order  to  refund  what  they 
have  received.  If  they  fail  to  do  so,  they  should  be  dealt 
with  promptly,  by  attachment,  for  contempt.  This  will  in 
no  wise  interfere  with  any  other  remedy  to  which  the  peti- 
tioners may  be  entitled,  except  that  they  cannot  be  paid 
twice. 

If  Smith,  the  district  attorney,  received  from  McCrosky 
any  part  of  the  fund  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  latter,  the 
rights  of  the  petitioners  followed  the  money  into  his  hands, 
and  he  is  liable  for  it*  He  should  have  been  required  to 
disclose  the  facts  touching  that  subject,  and  if  they  were  as 
the  petitioner  sought  to  show,  he  should  have  been  required 
to  restore  the  money  so  received,  as  well  as  that  which  was 
paid  to  him  under  the  order  of  distribution. 

McCrosky  being  beyond  the  reach  of  the  court,  no  order 
can  be  made  in  relation  to  him.  He  will  be  amenable  to  a 
suit  at  law  wherever  he  may  be  found. 

The  circumstances  of  the  marshal's  deposit  should  be  in- 
quired into.  If  the  money  in  question  was  deposited  in  the 
Bank  of  Selma,  pursuant  to  instructions  from  the  proper 
anthority,  he  is  exonerated.  In  that  event,  the  proper  cer- 
tificate should  be  given  by  the  court  to  the  petitioners,  and 
they  must  be  left  to  seek  redress  in  the  appropriate  manner. 
The  court  has  no  authority  to  order  the  United  States  to 
refund. 

A  writ  of  mandamus  will  be  sent  to  the  District  Court, 
directing  it  to  proceed  to  execute  the  mandate  of  this  court 

In  conformity  to  this  opinion. 

*  Taylor  v.  Plumer,  8  Maule  &  Selwyn,  662 ;  Oliver  v.  Piatt,  8  Howard, 
401. 
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United  States  v.  Ayres. 

The  mere  making  and  pendency  of  a  motion  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  for  a 
new  trial,  under  the  act  of  June  25th,  1868,  12,\b  not  a  sufficient  ground 
for  dismissal  of  an  appeal  taken  to  this  court  prior  to  the  making  of 
such  motion.  But  the  granting  of  such  motion,  and  the  order  for  a 
new  trial,  vacating,  as  it  does,  the  judgment  appealed  from,  is. 

This  case  was  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Claims,  and 
the  matter  here  reported  presents  the  case  of  two  motions^ 
made  at  two  different  times,  for  the  defendant  in  error  to 
dismiss  it;  made  the  first  time  under  one  state  of  facts,  and 
the  second  time  under  another  and  new  state ;  and  also  a 
motion  on  the  other  side,  under  the  new  state  of  facts,  for  a 
special  action  by  this  court  hereinafter  stated.  The  case  in 
its  whole  history  was  thus: 

One  Ayres  brought  suit  against  the  United  States  in  the 
Court  of  Claims,  and  obtained  a  judgment  for  the  amount 
claimed  by  him.  An  appeal  was  taken  by  the  government 
and  was  now  pending  here.  While  the  appeal  was  tbas 
pending,  the  counsel  for  the  United  States  made  a  motion 
in  that  court  for  a  new  trial.  This  motion  for  the  new  trial 
was  made  under  an  act  of  June  25th,  ISSS,""  in  these  words: 

"  That  said  Court  of  Claims,  at  any  time,  while  any  suit  or  claim 
is  pending  before  or  on  appeal  from  said  courts  or  within  two  years 
next  after  the  final  disposition  of  any  such  suit  or  claim,  may, 
on  motion,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  grant  a  new  trial  on 
any  such  suit  or  claim,  and  stay  the  payment  of  any  judgment 
therein,  upon  such  evidence  (although  the  same  may  bo  cumu- 
lative or  other)  as  shall  reasonably  satisfy  said  court  that  any 
fraud,  wrong,  or  injustice  in  the  premises  has  been  done  to  the 
United  States.  But  until  an  order  is  made  staying  the  payment 
of  the  judgment,  the  same  shall  be  payable,  and  paid  as  now 
provided  by  law." 

While  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  thus  pending  in  the 
court  below,  and  brfore  any  action  upon  it  by  that  ewirty  Mr. 

*  16  Sut.  at  Large,  75,  {  2. 
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• 

Hughes  J  in  this  court, /or  the  defendant  in  error  j  Ay  res,  moved 
to  dismiss  the  appeal,  insisting  on  the  part  of  the  claimant 
that  the  two  proceedings,  the  one  of  appeal,  and  the  other 
of  motion  for  a  new  trial,  were  inconsistent,  and  not  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  act;  that 
the  counsel  of  the  United  States  was  bound  to  elect  which 
of  the  two  remedies  he  would  adopt,  and  having,  in  this  in- 
stance, elected  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  appeal  should 
be  dismissed. 

Mr.  J.  S.  Haky  special  counsel  for  the  United  States  y  opposed 
the  motion,  contending  that  the  act  allowed  both  proceedings 
at  the  same  time. 

And  now,  in  this  condition  of  the  case, 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON"  delivered  the  first  opinion  of  the 
court  in  the  matter. 

"  We  shall  not  now  undertake  to  give  a  construction  of 
the  several  provisions  of  this  section,  which  are  new  and 
anomalous,  but  shall  leave  that  until  cases  of  actual  incon- 
sistency or  conflict  may  arise  between  the  two  modes  of  pro- 
ceeding. So  far  as  the  present  question  is  concerned,  there 
is  no  great  difliculty.  The  act  expressly  provides  that  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial  may  be  made  in  the  court  below  while 
the  appeal  from  the  judgment  there  is  pending  in  this  court. 
So  far  the  section  is  clear;  and,  although  it  may  be  regarded 
as  giving  to  the  government  a  considerable  advantage  in  the 
litigation,  the  power  to  give  it  by  Congress,  cannot,  we  sup- 
pose, be  doubted." 

The  motion  to  dismiss  was  accordingly  denied. 

Soon  after  this  action  by  this  court,  the  Court  of  Claims 
granted  the  new  trial  which  the  government  had  aAked  for, 
and  stayed  payment  of  the  judgment  until  the  final  hearing 
of  the  cause  or  the  further  hearing  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Hughes  now  came  forward  again,  asking,  for  the 
claimant,  to  have  the  appeal  dismissed,  the  ground  now  as- 
signed being  that  a  new  trial  had  been  actually  granted. 
VOL.  IX.  89 
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Mr.  Hale,  opposing  this  motion  in  the  form  asked,  presented 
on  the  other  hand,  for  the  government,  a  motion  asking  that 
the  record  in  the  cause  pending  here  might  be  remitted  to 
the  court  below  for  further  proceedings  in  that  court,  reserv- 
ing all  quesiums  thai  wighl  arise  in  the  jwigmeni  brought  up  by 
the  appeal^  or  for  such  other  order  as  the  court  might  deem  proper. 
And  now,  on  this  new  state  of  things,  after  argument  at 
the  bar  and  advisement, 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  case  stands  thus:  the  petitioner  has  obtained  a  judg- 
ment in  the  court  below  against  the  government,  from  which 
an  appeal  has  been  taken,  and  is  pending  in  this  court.  A 
new  trial  has  since  been  granted  by  the  court  below,  and 
the  payment  of  the  judgment  stayed.  The  act  of  Congress 
furnishes  no  solution  to  this  anomaly. 

We  are  of  opinion  the  granting  of  the  motion  to  dismiss 
the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  has  granted  a  new 
trial  in  the  cause  under  the  act  of  Congress,  will  furnish  the 
best  solution  of  the  embarrassments  in  which  the  parties 
find  themselves  involved.  It  is  quite  apparent  that  the 
counsel  for-  the  government  is  desirous  to  retain  the  appeal 
notwithstanding  the  order  for  a  new  trial,  under  an  impres- 
sion that  for  some  unknown  or  unanticipated  occurrence  in 
the  proceedings  in  the  court  below,  the  new  trial  might  fall 
through,  and  never  take  place  ;  and,  for  the  like  reason,  the 
counsel  for  the  petitioner  desires  to  have  the  appeal  termi- 
nated, so  as  not  to  be  available  to  his  adversary.  But,  it  is 
quite  clear,  that  the  order  granting  the  new  trial  has  the  ef- 
fect of  vacating  the  former  judgment,  and  to  render  it  null 
and  void,  and  the  parties  are  left  in  the  same  situation  as  if 
no  trial  had  ever  taken  place  in  the  cause.  This  is  the  legsil 
effect  o<^  the  new  trial  by  a  court  competent  to  grant  it. 
There  is  no  reason,  therefore,  for  continuing  any  longer  the 
case  on  our  docket.     The  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  is 

Granted. 
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Worthy  v.  The  Commissioners. 

1.  Where  a  party  claims  below  wholly  in  virtue  of  the  laws  of  a  State  and 

the  highest  court  ot  the  State  decides  that  under  these  laws  the  claimant 
has  no  case,  no  writ  of  error  lies  here  under  the  26th  section. 

2.  Allegations  by  counsel  here,  and  attempts  to  show  that  the  plaintiff's 

right  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  has  been  infringed 
by  the  decision,  do  not  help  the  case,  if  the  right  has  not  been  specially 
set  up  in  the  court  below  and  there  decided  against. 

On  motion  to  dismiss,  the  case  was  this : 

Section  8  of  the  14th  amendment  to  the  Constitution  or- 
dains that  no  person  shall  hold  office  under  any  State,  who 
having  previously  taken  an  oath  as  an  executive  officer  of  any 
State  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  has 
engaged  in  rebellion  against  the  same,  or  given  aid  and  com- 
fort to  the  enemies  thereof;  and  a  statute  of  North  Carolina 
enacts  that  no  one  disqualified  under  that  amendment  should 
hold  office  in  North  Carolina.* 

These  provisions  being  in  force,  it  appeared  that  Worthy, 
the  plaintift*  in  error,  having  received  a  majority  of  the  votes 
cast  at  an  election  of  sheriff,  held  in  Moore  County,  North 
Carolina,  presented  his  bond  to  the  defendants  in  error,  who 
were  commissioners  of  the  county,  and  offered  to  quality 
under  the  law  of  the  State.  A  majority  of  the  commis- 
sioners refused  to  receive  his  bond  or  permit  him  to  qualify 
as  sheriff,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  sheriff  of  the 
county  before  the  rebellion;  that  the  office  of  sheriff  was  an 
executive  office ;  thai  Worthy,  as  former  sheriff,  had  taken 
an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  and  had  afterwards  aided 
in  the  rebellion,  and  that  he  was  thus  disabled  from  holding 
the  office  by  the  already  mentioned  14th  amendment,  and 
was,  moreover,  prohibited,  because  of  that  disability,  by  an 
act  of  the  legislature  of  North  Carolina,  from  qualifying 
under  that  act,  and  from  holding  office  in  that  State. 

Worthy  thereupon  filed  his  petition  in  one  of  the  State 


»  Acts  of  186S,  chapter  i,  }  8. 
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courts  of  North  Carolina,  for  a  mandamus  against  the  com- 
missioners. His  petition  set  forth  that  the  laws  of  North 
Carolina  created  the  office  of  sheriff;  that  it  provided  a  par* 
ticular  mode  of  election ;  that  by  such  mode  he  was  duly 
elected ;  that  it  was  necessary  to  give  a  certain  bond,  and 
that  he  was  ready  to  give  the  bond,  and  was  therefore  en- 
titled. But  he  did  not  claim  or  set  up  in  any  way  any  title, 
right,  privilege,  or  exemption,  under  any  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution, or  under  any  statute  or  treaty  of  the  United  States, 
or  commission  held  under  them. 

The  decision  of  the  county  commissioners,  rejecting  him, 
was  affirmed  by  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State,  and  thereupon  he  took  this  writ  of  error,  conceiving 
the  case  to  fall  within  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act, 
which  gives  this  court  a  right  to  review  the  judgments  of 
the  highest  State  courts,  in  certain  cases,  including  those — 

Where  the  validity  of  a  statute  or  an  authority  exercised 
under  any  State,  on  the  ground  of  their  being  repugnant  to 
the  Constitution,  treaties,  or  laws  of  the  United  States,  is 
drawn  in  question,  and  the  decision  is  in  favor  of  sbch  their 
validity;  or — 

^<  Where  is  drawn  in  question  the  construction  of  any 
clause  of  the  Constitution,  or  of  a  treaty,  or  statute  of,  or 
commission  held  under,  the  United  States,  and  the  decision 
is  against  the  title,  right,  privilege,  or  exemption  specially 
set  up  or  claimed  by  either  party,  under  such  clause  of  the 
said  Constitution,  treaty,  statute,  or  commission.*' 

Mr.  Boyce  now  moved  to  dismiss  the  writ  for  want  of  ju- 
risdiction, on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  had  not 
set  up  below  any  claim  under  the  Constitution,  laws,  or  au- 
thority of  the  United  States,  but  on  the  contrary  had  claimed 
exclusively  under  the  law  of  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  SoheffeTf  contra : 

The  1st  section  of  the  14th  amendment  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  declares"*"  that,  *'  No  State  shall  make 

*  Article  xiv,  {  1. 
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or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  citizens  of  the  United  States." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina  has  decided  that  a 
sheriff  is  an  executive  officer,  and  that  the  right  to  hold 
office  by  a  person  formerly  a  sheriff,  and  afterwards  engaged 
in  rebellion,  is  taken  away  by  the  3d  section  of  the  14th 
amendment.  This  is  an  assault  upon  an  immunity  and  privi- 
lege granted  to  us  by  the  Ist  section  of  that  same  amend- 
ment. We  have  a  right  to  know  how  far  the  guaranty  of 
the  1st  section  extends;  to  complain  at  Washington  that  it 
has  been  insufficiently  administered  at  Raleigh.  Cases  in- 
volving rights  that  are  protected  by  the  Constitution,  come 
within  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court,  no 
matter  whence  the  rights  may  spring. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  manifest  that  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
present  cause.  There  was  no  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  North  Carolina  against  the  validity  of  any  treaty  or  act 
of  Congress,  or  authority  exercised  under  the  United  States; 
nor  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  a  statute  of,  or  authority  ex- 
ercised under  a  State,  and  alleged  to  be  repugnant  to  the 
Constitution,  treaties,  or  laws  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  true  that,  in  the  brief  of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff, 
it  is  urged  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  is  protected  by  the 
1st  section  of  the  14th  amendment;  but  this  right  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  set  up,  or  specially  claimed  in  the  State 
court;  and  this  is  essential  to  jurisdiction  here. 

We  have  no  authority,  therefore,  to  examine  the  question 
presented  by  the  record ;  but  must  allow  the  motion  of  the 
defendants  in  error,  and  dismiss  the  cause  for 

Want  of  jurisdiction. 
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United  States  v.  Merrill. 

Under  the  Act  of  July  18th,  1866|  amendatory  of  the  4th  section  of  the  Act 
of  March  8d,  1865,  an  officer  in  the  regular  army  who  during  the  rebel- 
lion accepted  a  commission  of  colonel  in  the  volunteer  organization,  is 
not  entitled  to  the  three  months'  pay  given  by  those  acts  to  officers  of 
that  grade  on  being  honorably  discharged  under  the  terms  of  the  act 
from  '*  military  service ;''  he  resuming  his  duty  and  rank  in  the  regular 
army,  and  being  still  in  the  said  service. 

Appeal  from  the  Coart  of  Claims. 

Mr.  Talbot^  for  the  Uniied  States ;  Mr.  Qdpmcaiy  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFOKD  stated  the  case  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

Congress  provided,  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  the 
third  of  March,  1865,  that  all  officers  of  volunteers  now  in 
commission,  below  the  rank  of  brigadier-general,  who  shall 
continue  in  the  military  service  to  the  close  of  the  war,  shall 
be  entitled  to  receive,  upon  being  mustered  out  of  said  ser- 
vicBy  three  months'  pay  proper.* 

Subsequent  to  the  passage  of  that  act,  to  wit,  on  the  thir- 
teenth of  July,  1866,  Congress  passed  another  act  upon  the 
same  subject,  in  which  it  is  enacted  that  the  fourth  section 
of  the  prior  act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  entitle  all  officers 
of  volunteers  to  the  three  months'  pay  proper  provided  for 
therein,  who  were  in  service  on  the  day  when  that  act  was 
passed,  and  whose  resignations  were  presented  and  accepted, 
and  who  were  mustered  out  at  their  own  request,  or  other- 
wise honorably  discharged  from  the  service,  after  the  ninth 
of  April  of  that  year.f 

Prior  to  the  month  of  August,  1861,  the  appellee  was  an 
officer  in  the  regular  army  of  the  United  States,  and  on  the 
twenty-third  of  that  month  he  was  commissioned  as  a  colonel 
of  the  second  regiment  of  Missouri  cavalry,  which  was  a 

*  18  Stat,  at  Large,  497.  t  ^^  1^*  24. 
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voluDteer  organization.  He  remained  in  such  service  until 
the  fourteenth  of  December,  1865,  when  he  was  honorably 
discharged  from  the  volunteer  service,  and  resumed  his  duty 
and  rank  in  the  regular  army. 

None  of  those  facts  are  controverted,  and  the  appellee,  by 
virtue  of  the  premises,  claimed  that  he  was  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  sum  of  three  hundred  and  thirty  dollars  for  the 
three  months'  pay  proper  as  such  military  officer,  because 
he  was  in  service  on  the  day  when  the  first- named  act  was 
passed,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  at  the  time  he  was  dis- 
charged irom  the  volunteer  organization  in  which  he  was 
commissioned  as  colonel,  he  resumed  his  duty  and  rank  and 
became  entitled  to  his  pay  and  emoluments  as  an  officer  in 
the  regular  army. 

Although  he  was  never  mustered  out  of  the  military  ser- 
vice of  the  United  States,  still  he  claimed  three  months'  pay 
proper  by  virtue  of  his  discharge  from  the  volunteer  organi- 
zation, and  accordingly  applied  to  the  proper  officer  of  the 
department  for  the  payment  of  the  amount  so  claimed  to  be 
due,  as  provided  in  those  acts  of  Congress ;  but  the  applica- 
tion was  rejected  because  he  was  still  in  the  military  service 
under  existing  laws. 

Payment  being  refused  by  the  proper  officers  of  the  de- 
partment, he  filed  his  petition  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  setting 
forth  the  foregoing  facts,  and  insisted  that  when  he  ceased 
to  be  an  officer  of  volunteers  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law  he  ceased  to  be  in  the  military  service  as  an  officer  of 
such  volunteer  organization,  and  that  an  honorable  dis- 
charge from  such  volunteer  service  as  much  entitled  him  to 
the  three  months'  pay  proper  as  if  he  had  been  discharged 
altogether  from  the  military  service  of  the  United  States. 

His  theory  of  the  law  is  that  it  bestowed  a  gratuity  upon 
officers  of  volunteers,  and  that  it  makes  no  difierence  that 
he  found  himself  immediately  transferred  to  another  branch 
of  the  military  service  by  virtue  of  a  commission  in  the 
regular  army  which  he  held  before  he  was  commissioned  as 
colonel  of  volunteers  and  throughout  the  entire  period  of 
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that  service ;  but  it  is  not  possible  to  concur  in  that  propo- 
sition, as  it  seems  much  more  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
object  which  Congress  had  in  view  was  to  provide  for  the 
loss  to  which  the  volunteer  officers,  when  discharged  from 
the  military  service,  were  exposed  for  the  want  of  employ- 
ment before  they  would  be  able  to  resume,  to  any  consider- 
able extent,  their  accustomed  avocations  in  civil  life.  Most 
of  the  officers  of  that  class  left  civil  occupations  to  engage, 
for  a  period  of  uncertain  duration,  in  the  military  service  of 
the  country,  and  the  obvious  purpose  of  that  provision  was 
that  when  they  came  to  be  discharged  they  should  not  be 
left  without  any  compensation  during  the  period  which,  in 
all  probability,  would  elapse  before  they  would  be  able  to 
establish  themselves  in  remunerative  business  pursuits. 

Gi*ant  that  the  allowance  was  intended  as  a  gratuity,  still 
it  does  not  follow  that  it  was  intended  as  double  pay,  or  to 
embrace  any  officer  who  was  to  remain  in  the  regular  ser- 
vice. Read  separately  from  the  amendatory  provision  the 
fourth  section  of  the  first-named  act  describes  three  con- 
ditions, all  of  which  must  concur  in  order  to  establish  the 
right  to  that  allowance :  (1.)  That  the  claimant  was  an  officer 
of  volunteers  in  commission  at  the  date  of  that  act  (2.)  That 
he  continued  in  the  military  service  to  the  close  of  the  war. 
(3.)  That  he  was  honorably  mustered  out  of  the  said  aervice 
prior  to  the  application,  which  means  unquestionably  that 
he  was  honorably  mustered  out  of  the  military  service  of 
the  United  States. 

Continuance  in  the  service  to  the  close  of  the  war  was 
essential  under  that  provision ;  but  the  subsequent  act  pro- 
vides that  the  applicant  shall  be  deemed  to  be  entitled  to 
the  allowance  if  his  resignation  was  presented  and  accepted, 
and  he  was  mustered  out  at  his  own  request,  or  was  other- 
wise honorably  discharged  from  the  service,  after  the  month 
of  April  of  that  year. 

The  word  service,  as  used  in  that  act,  means,  beyond  ques- 
tion, the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is 
equally  clear  that  no  such  officer  is  entitled  to  that  allow- 
ance unless  it  is  shown  that  he  was  mustered  out  of  the 
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military  .service  of  the  United  States,  or  was  otherwise 
honorably  discharged  from  that  service  subsequent  to  the 
time  specified  in  the  amendatory  act. 

By  the  finding  in  the  court  below  it  appears  that  the 
appellee  was  honorably  discharged  from  the  volunteer  ser- 
vice; but  the  same  finding  shows  that  he,  at  the  same  time, 
resumed  his  duty  and  rank  in  the  regular  army,  which  is 
totally  inconsistent  with  the  condition  prescribed  in  the  act 
of  Congress,  that  he  must  have  been  mustered  out  of  the 
military  service  of  the  United  States.  lie  was  honorably  dis- 
charged from  the  volunteer  organization,  but  that  discharge 
did  not  terminate  his  connection  with  the  military  service 
of  the  country  under  his  antecedent  commission.  On  the 
contrary,  he  became  thereby  entitled  to  the  pay  and  emolu- 
ments due  to  his  rank  as  an  officer  in  the  regular  army  the 
moment  his  connection  ceased  with  the  volunteer  organiza- 
tion. 

Kone  of  the  reasons  which  induced  Congress  to  make  the 
provision  under  consideration  exist  in  the  case  of  the  ap- 
pellee, as  he  has  6ever  been  out  of  public  employment  for 
a  moment  since  he  accepted  his  commission  in  the  regular 
army,  and  has  no  occasion  to  desire  to  re-engage  in  business 
pursuits. 

Decree  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  direc- 
tions to 

Dismiss  the  petition. 


Irvine  v.  Irvine, 


1.  When  one  makes  a  deed  of  land  covenanting  that  be  is  the  owner,  and 

Bubeequently  acquires  an  outstanding  and  adverse  title,  his  new  acqui- 
sition enures  to  the  grantee  on  the  principle  of  estoppel. 

2.  Where  a  person  has  bought  land  and  paid  for  it,  the  deed  subsequently 

made  in  consequence  does  not  confer  a  new  title  on  him  ;  but  confirms 
the  right  which  he  had  acquired  before  the  deed  was  made. 
8.  The  acU  of  September  4th,  1841,  {  12  (5  Stat,  at  Large,  456);  of  Hay 
29th,  1880  (4  Id.  420);  and  January  28d,  1882  (lb.  496),  relate  to  pre- 
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emptive  rights  conferred  upon  actual  settlers,  and  do  not  apply  to  a  case 
where  the  entry  has  not  been  made  under  any  of  them. 

4.  The  deed  of  an  infant  purporting  to  convey  landr  operates  to  transmit 
the  title,  and  is  voidable  only,  not  void. 

6.  Although  it  is  not  necessary  to  the  affirmation  of  an  infant's  voidable 
deed  that  there  be  an  act  of  affirmance  by  him,  after  he  comes  of  age, 
as  solemn  in  character  as  the  original  act  itself,  still  mere  acquiescence 
without  anything  else,  is  not  generally  sufficient  evidence  of  affirmance. 
Any  ratification  or  affirmance  of  a  clear  and  unequivocal  character, 
showing  an  intention  to  affirm  the  deed,  is,  however,  enough. 

6.  Where  the  infant,  having  come  of  age  and  entered  into  partnership  with 

third  persons,  took  a  lease  for  his  firm  of  one  part  of  the  property  which 
as  an  infant  he  had  conveyed,  ftrom  the  person  to  whom  he  had  so  con- 
veyed that  part  with  other  parts,  the  lease  is  proper  to  go  to  the  jury,  on 
a  suit  by  the  infant  for  these  other  parts  alone,  to  show  an  affirmance 
of  his  deed  for  the  whole ;  and  with  such  evidence  before  the  Jury  a 
court  rightly  refused  to  charge  that  the  evidence  showed  no  affirmance. 
Whether  it  did  show  an  affirmance  or  not  was,  with  this  lease  before 
them,  matter  for  the  jury  to  decide. 

7.  A  court  properly  declines  to  give  instructions  on  a  hypothetical  state  of 

facts. 

Error  to  the  Circait  Court  for  the  District  of  Minnesota. 
The  case  was  thus : 

Benjamin  Irvine  brought  ejectment  against  his  brother 
John  Irvine,  to  recover  from  the  said  John  possession  of  cer- 
tain lots.  He  put  in  evidence  a  patent  (founded  on  a  pre- 
emption certificate)  from  the  United  States  to  him,  dated 
8th  October^  1849,  and  embracing  the  lots  in  controversy. 
The  patent  recited  full  payment  by  the  said  Benjamin,  "  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  Congress  of  the  24th 
of  April,  1820.*' 

The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance from  the  plaintiff  to  him,  dated  8th  Mayy  1849,  of  the 
same  premises  as  were  described  in  the  patent.  To  this 
evidence  the  plaintiff*  objected,  because  the  deed,  having 
been  executed  before  the  patent  was  issued,  did  not  convey 
the  estate  which  the  plaintiff  acquired  by  the  patent. 

[To  understand  the  ground  of  the  plaintiff's  objection  here, 
and  particularly  his  first  request,  hereafter  mentioned,  for 
instructions  to  the  jury,  it  is  necessary  to  state  that  the  12th 
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Bectiou  of  an  act  of  Congress,  of  September  4th,  1841,*  re- 
ferring to  pre-emptive  rights  conferred  upon  actual  settlers 
(and  which  apparently  re-enacted  one  of  May  29th,  1880,t 
which  had  been  modified  by  one  of  January  23d,  1832|), 
thus  prescribed : 

"  That  prior  to  any  entries  being  made  tinder  and  by  virtue 
of  the  provisions  of  this  act,  proof  of  the  settlement  and  im- 
provement thereby  required  shall  be  made  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  land  district  in  which  such 
lands  may  lie,  .  .  .  and  all  assignments  and  transfers  of  right 
hereby  secured  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent  shall  be  null 
and  void."] 

The  court  overruled  the  objection  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
admitted  the  deed  offered ;  the  plaintiff's  counsel  excepting. 

The  defendant  having  further  put  in  evidence,  under  ob- 
jection from  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  the  certificate  of  the 
register  of  the  contents  of  the  records  of  his  office,  rested 
his  case. 

The  plaintiff'  was  then  himself  examined  as  a  witness,  and 
stated  that  when  he  executed  the  deed  of  May  8th,  1849,  he 
was  under  21  years  of  age,  and  that  he  was  really /orc'e(2  by 
his  brother,  the  defendant,  who  was  16  years  his  senior,  to 
execute  the  instrument.  There  was  no  doubt  as  to  the  plain- 
tiff's infancy  at  the  time  when  he  executed  this  deed.  It 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  pre-emption  of  the 
laud ;  that  he  paid  for  it  on  the  21st  of  February,  1849,  and 
took  an  informal  receipt  for  it  of  that  date,  which  was  sub- 
sequently replaced  by  a  formal  duplicate,  but  of  what  date 
did  not  appear. 

The  plaintiff  then  rested,  and  the  defendant  put  in  evidence 
certain  evidence,  which  tended  to  show  that  he  had  employed 
the  plaintiff  as  his  agent  to  enter  the  land  for  him,  and  that 
he,  the  plaintiff,  had  paid  for  it  with  money  of  the  defendant 
hitrusted  to  him  for  that  purpose,  entering  it  in  his  own 
name,  and  promising  to  convey  it  to  the  defendant. 

• 

*  6  Stat  at  Large,  456.  f  4  Id.  420.  t  lb.  496. 
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He  also  put  in  evidence  a  written  lease,  dated  8th  day  of 
May,  1854,  from  him,  defendant,  John  Irvine,  to  the  plaintiff 
himself  and  two  other  persons  doing  business  as  afirm,  of  a 
certain  warehouse^  situated  on  a  parcel  of  the  land  described  in 
the  patent,  and  in  the  deed  of  the  8th  May,  1849,  but  not  on 
any  part  of  the  premises  described  in  the  declaration.  There  was 
also  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  having  been  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  the  property  when  valuable  improvements  were  put 
on  a.  portion  of  it,  though  not  the  part  for  which  this  suit 
was  brought;  and  also  some  other  evidence  set  up  to  show 
affirmance. 

The  defendant  then  rested. 

Upon  the  case  already  stated,  and  with  the  statute  of  Sep- 
tember 4th,  1841,  presented  to  the  court,  the  plaintiff'  re- 
quested the  court  to  give  to  the  jury  the  instructions  as  here- 
inafter numbered,  to  wit: 

1st.  That  the  deed  in  evidence  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant, dated  8th  May,  1849,  did  not  pass  the  estate  acquired 
subsequently  under  the  patent  from  the  government  to  the  plain- 
tiff, even  assuming  the  majority  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  its 
execution. 

But  the  court  declined  so  to  instruct  the  jury. 

2d.  If  the  jury  find  that  the  said  deed  was  executed  by  the 
plaintiff  while  under  age  (and  the  evidence  is  uncontroverted  on 
this  point),  the  said  deed  is  void. 

But  the  court  declined  so  to  instruct  the  jury. 

4th.  A  deed  of  land  executed  by  an  infant  may  be  avoided  by 
the  infant  after  he  becomes  of  age,  at  any  time  within  the  period 
of  the  statute  of  limitations,  which  in  this  State  is  twenty  years ; 
that  is,  he  may  in  such  case  in  this  State  avoid  his  deed  at  any 
time  within  twenty  years  after  he  becomes  of  age. 

And  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  such  was  the  law, 
unless  the  infant  had  previously  ratified  the  deed. 

5th.  Such  avoidance  may  be  by  another  deed  of  same  land  to 
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another  grantee  after  the  infant  becomes  of  age,  or  it  may  be  by 
suit,  or  by  other  similar  unequivocal  act. 

And  the  court  so  instructed  the  jury. 

6ih.  In  case  of  sale  or  deed  of  real  estate  by  an  infant,  there 
must  be  some  act  of  affirmance  by  him  after  he  becomes  of  age, 
as  solemn  in  character  as  the  original  act  itself;  otherwise  the 
deed  may  be  avoided  by  him  at  any  time  before  the  statute  of 
limitations  bars  him.  Mere  acquiescence,  however  long,  if  short 
of  the  statute  of  limitations,  is  not  sufficient.  The  act  of  con- 
firmation must  be  of  such  solemn  and  undoubted  nature  as  to 
establish  a  clear  intention  to  confirm  the  deed  afler  a  full  knowl- 
edge that  it  was  avoidable. 

The  court  declined  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  act  of 
affirmance  must  be  as  solemn  in  character  as  the  original 
deed  itself;  but  stated  that  mere  acquiescence  was  not  of 
itself  sufficient  evidence  of  affirmance,  and  that  the  ratifica- 
tion or  affirmance  must  be  of  a  clear  and  unequivocal  char- 
acter, showing  the  intention  of  the  infant  to  confirm  his 
deed. 

7th.  There  is  no  evidence  whatever  of  any  affirmance  or  con- 
firmation of  the  deed  in  this  case  by  the  plaintiff  after  he  became 
of  age,  of  the  nature  and  character  required.  The  evidence  in 
this  case  shows  no  affirmance  of  this  deed  by  the  plaintiff  after 
he  became  of  age. 

But  the  court  declined  so  to  instruct  the  jury. 

8th.  No  agency  or  trust  binding  on  the  plaintiff  has  been 
shown  to  have  been  created  or  to  have  existed  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  during  the  infancy  of  the  former.  No 
contract  is  binding  on  the  infant  made  during  his  infancy  ex- 
cept for  necessaries. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  the  latter  portion  of 
this  request  was  true,  and  that  although  an  agency  or  trust 
could  not  be  created  binding  upon  the  infant,  still  if  there 
was  subsequent  ratification  by  the  infant  of  acts  done  during 
his  infancy  he  would  be  bound  by  them. 
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9th.  Even  bad  the  plaintiff  been  of  full  age  when  the  defend- 
ant gave  him  the  money  to  enter  the  land,  as  the  defendant  tes- 
tifies, and  directed  him,  as  the  defendant  testifies,  to  enter  the 
land  for  defendant,  and  the  said  plaintiff  had  entered  the  land 
in  his  own  name,  still  the  defendant  conld  not  have  compelled 
in  law  or  equity  the  plaintiff  to  convey  the  property  to  said  de- 
fendant. 

The  court  declined  to  so  instruct  the  jury  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  admitted  by  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  of  full  age  when  the  money  to  enter  land  was  given  him, 
and  consequently  that  this  request  had  no  application  to  the 
case  in  hand. 

10th.  No  trust  has  been  shown  in  this  case  between  the  par- 
ties to  this  suit  by  which  the  defendant  could  have  enforced  a 
conveyance  of  the  land  from  the  plaintiff  to  him. 

The  court  declined  to  instruct  the  jury  as  above  requested, 
but  said  that  there  had  been  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  going  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  employed 
to  enter  the  land  in  question,  and  although  an  infant,  as  he 
afterwards  affirmed,  his  acts  would  be  bound  by  it. 

11th.  Even  if  the  plaintiff  had  entered  the  land  as  agent  of 
the  defendant,  and  had  entered  it  in  his  own  name  contrary  to 
instructions  of  his  principal;  yet  if  the  defendant  afterwards  ap- 
proved of  such  entry,  such  approval  was  a  ratification  of  said 
entry. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  this  might  be  true,  but 
that  the  evidence  showed  that  the  infant  had  conveyed  the 
land  after  entry  by  him,  and  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say 
whether  he  had  ratified  his  deed. 

12th.  No  acts  of  affirmance  by  the  plaintiff  have  any  bearing 
in  this  case,  except  they  relate  to  the  property  described  in  the 
declaration,  and  all  evidence  on  this  point,  except  as  to  the  lots 
described  in  the  declaration,  must  be  excluded  and  disregarded 
by  the  jury. 

But  the  court  declined  so  to  instruct  the  jury. 

To  these  refusals  and  instructions  the  plaintiff  excepted. 
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The  court  then  further  instructed  the  jury  as  to  the  4th, 
5thy  and  6th  of  the  said  instructions  so  prayed  by  the  plain- 
tifi*  as  aforesaid : 

The  question  here  is  not  whether  there  has  been  an  avoid- 
ance. The  defence  is  that  the  deed  has  been  ratified  by  the 
plaintiff.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  ratification  should  be, 
if  not  equally  solemn,  of  a  clear  and  unequivocal  character, 
showing  the  intention  of  the  party  to  confirm  the  deed.  An 
avoidance  may  be  by  a  deed  to  a  third  party,  or,  as  held  in  this 
country,  in  other  ways.  But  the  deed  from  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant  was  not  void  ;  it  was  simply  voidable,  and  passed  the 
title  absolutely,  until  by  some  adequate  act  he  affirmed  it.  The 
question  is,  Has  it  been  disaffirmed  or  ratified  by  the  plaintiff 
since  he  came  of  age?  All  the  facts  in  proof,  such  as  leasing 
part  of  the  property,  remaining  in  the  vicinity  a  long  time  with- 
out asserting  his  claim  while  valuable  improvements  were  being 
put  on  the  property,  are  to  be  considered  by  the  jur}'^  in  deciding 
whether  there  has  been  a  ratification  by  the  plaintiff;  but  mere 
acquiescence  does  not  amount  to  a  ratification.  The  authorities 
are  somewhat  coiyflicting  as  to  what  is  necessary  to  constitdte 
an  avoidance.  Lord  Lyndhurst  was  of  opinion  that  a  deed  was 
necessary  to  avoid  a  deed  given  while  under  age.  I  think  that 
this  doctrine  is  perhaps  sound,  and  ought  to  have  been  held  in 
this  country;  but  it  has  been  held  in  this  country  that  an  infant 
may  avoid  his  deed  by  going  upon  the  land,  or  by  bringing  suit, 
Ac.  And  with  the  foregoing  qualification  the  6th  instruction 
asked  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  is  correct,  with  the  exception 
that  the  counsel  has  reversed  the'application  of  the  law  in  his 
proposition.  The  act  of  avoidance  and  not  the  ratification  is 
what  the  law  requires  to  he  equally  solemn  with  the  conveyance. 

To  which  instructions,  in  so  far  as  they  differed  from,  or 
changed  or  qualified  the  instructions  prayed  for  by  the  plain* 
tiff,  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

And  the  court  further  instructed  the  jury  that  there  had 
been  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  going  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  was  employed  as  an  agent  to  enter  the  laud 
in  question,  and  although  an  infant,  if  he  afterwards  affirmed 
his  agency,  he  would  be  bound  by  the  terms  of  such  agency. 
To  which  instruction  the  plaintiff's  counsel  excepted. 
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Verdict  and  jadgment  having  gone  for  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  brought  the  case  here  on  error. 

Mr.  AlliSj  for  the  plamtiff  in  error : 

The  court  erred  in  admitting  the  deed  from  plaintiff  to 
defendant  of  8th  May,  1849.  It  could  not  convey  the  estate 
and  title  subsequently  acquired  by  the  plaintiff  under  the 
patent.  If  it  be  regarded  as  an  attempt  to  convey  or  assigu 
the  right  secured  to  the  plaintiff  by  his  pre-emption  of  this 
land,  it  was  void  under  the  12th  section  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  September  4th,  1841,  by  virtue  of  which  the  pre- 
emption was  made.  If  thus  void  as  coming  within  the 
prohibition  of  this  section  12,  the  covenants  in  it  would  be 
inoperative  for  any  purpose.  A  deed  void  in  its  granting 
part  cannot  certainly  be  operative  as  a  conveyance  by  virtue 
of  its  covenants. 

The  only  view  in  which  the  lease  and  other  similar  evi- 
dence could  have  been  offered,  was  that  it  tended  to  prove 
the  confirmation  of  the  deed  of  the  8th  May,  1849,  by  the 
plaintiff  after  he  became  of  age.  But  it  is  no  evidence  of 
such  confirmation,  because — 

1st.  It  does  not  affect  the  property  described  in  the  decla- 
ration. 

2d.  In  the  case  of  sale  or  deed  of  real  estate  by  an  infant, 
the  sale  is  void,  and  the  act  of  affirmance  by  him  after  he 
becomes  of  age  must  be  as  solemn  in  character  as  the  origi- 
nal act  itself. 

The  learned  counsel  then  took  up  each  of  the  requests  to 
the  court,  and  each  of  the  instructious  refused ;  observing, 
in  conclusion,  that  the  whole  case  resolved  itself  into  two 
questions. 

"  1.  Was  the  deed  of  8th  May,  1849,  void,  by  reason  of  its 
contravening  the  12th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress,  of  Sep- 
tember 4th,  1841;  OR,  inefiectaal  to  pass  the  sobsequcntly  ac- 
quired title  and  estate  of  the  plaintiff  under  the  patent  of  8th 
October,  1849  ? 

"  2.  If  the  deed  was  merely  voidable^  by  reason  of  the  infancy 
of  the  grantor,  did  he,  after  he  came  of  age,  affirm  the  deed  ?" 
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And  he  conceived  that  he  had  shown  that  the  first  ques- 
tion should  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  and  the  second 
in  the  negative. 

No  opposing  counsel. 

Mr.  Justice  STRONG  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Though  the  exceptions  found  in  this  record  are  numerous, 
the  questions  which  they  present  are  few.  If  the  answers 
given  to  the  requests  of  the  plaintiff  for  instructions  to  the 
jurj  were  correct,  it  is  certain  that  the  objections  made  by 
him  to  the  admission  of  evidence  were  unfounded.  Those 
objections  were  all  based  upon  the  assumption  that  the  evi- 
dence offered  was  immaterial  and  irrelevant  to  the  issue. 
Whether  the  assumption  was  well  grounded  will  be  seen 
when  we  consider  the  law  of  the  case  as  expounded  in  the 
charge  to  the  jury. 

The  plaintiff*  submitted  twelve  propositions,  which  he 
asked  should  be  given  to  the  jury  as  instructions.  The  first 
was  in  substance  that  the  deed  of  May  8th,  1849,  from  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  did  not  pass  the  estate  acquired 
by  the  plaintiff  under  the  patent  from  the  United  States 
made  subsequently,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  October,  A.D.  1849, 
and  that  it  would  not  have  passed  the  estate  had  the  plaintiff 
attained  his  majority  before  the  deed  was  made.  It  is  a  gen- 
eral rule,  that  when  one  makes  a  deed  of  land,  covenanting 
therein  that  he  is  the  owner,  and  subsequently  acquires  au 
outstanding  and  adverse  title,  his  new  acquisition  enures  to 
the  benefit  of  his  grantee,  on  the  principle  of  estoppel.  As 
the  deed  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  contained  an  assertion 
that  he  was  well  seized  in  fee,  and  had  good  right  to  sell 
and  convey  in  fee,  it  would  not  be  difficult,  were  it  necessary, 
to  show  that  in  taking  the  patent  he  was  in  law  acting  for 
his  grantee.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  rely  upon  that  prin- 
ciple. The  evidence  in  the  case  was,  that  prior  to  his  deed 
to  the  defendant,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  of  February,  1849,  he 
had  bought  the  land  from  the  government,  and  had  paid  all 
the  purchase-money.    The  patent  subsequently  given  to  him 
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waft,  therefore,  not  a  new  acquisition  of  title.  It  was  only  a 
confirmation  of  the  right  which  he  had  acquired  before  the 
deed  was  made. 

But  it  is  argued,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  deed 
was  inoperative,  because  it  was  forbidden  by  the  12th  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  Congress  of  September  4th,  1841,  which 
granted  pre-emption  rights,  anc^  enacted  that  any  grant  or 
conveyance  made  before  the  entry  of  the  land  shall  be  null 
and  void,  except  in  the  hands  of  bend  fide  purchasers  for  a 
valuable  consideration.  To  this  it  may  be  answered,  that 
neither  that  act  nor  the  acts  of  May  29th,  1880,  and  January 
23d,  1832,  have  any  application  to  the  present  case.  They 
relate  to  pre-emptive  rights  conferred  upon  actual  settlers. 
The  plaintiff  did  not  enter  the  land  in  dispute  under  either 
of  these,  and  no  act  of  Congress  deprived  him  of  the  power 
to  sell  and  convey  after  he  had  made  an  entry  and  paid  all 
the  purchase-money,  though  before  he  had  received  his 
patent  The  court  could  not  then  have  affirmed  the  propo- 
sition which  the  plaintiff*  submitted. 

His  second  point  was  that  the  deed  was  void  because  made 
by  the  plaintiff*  during  his  minority.  This  the  court  refused 
to  affirm.  Whatever  mjiy  have  been  the  doubts  once  enter- 
tained, it  has  long  been  settled  that  the  deed  of  an  infant, 
being  an  executed  contract,  is  only  voidable  at  his  election ; 
that  it  is  not  void.  It  operates  to  transmit  the  title.  And 
there  are  some  cases,  of  which  the  present,  in  one  aspect  of 
it,  may  possibly  have  been  one,  in  which  such  a  deed  is  held 
to  be  not  even  voidable.  They  are  those  in  which  the  in- 
fant, by  making  the  conveyance,  does  only  what  the  law 
would  have  compelled  him  to  do.*  Whether  this  was  such 
a  deed  need  not  be  considered,  for  conceding  that  it  was  not, 
clearly  it  was  not  void. 

The  third  proposition  of  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  in 
the  record. 

The  fourth  and  fifth  were  affirmed,  and  the  sixth  was 
answered  correctly. 

*  See  Zouch  o.  ParsooB,  8  Barrow,  1794. 
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The  minority  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  when  he  made 
his  deed  to  the  defendant  was  an  admitted  fact,  and  this  suit 
was  an  attempt  to  avoid  the  deed.  The  evidence  disclosed 
nothing  that  could  amount  to  an  avoidance  of  the  deed  be- 
fore the  suit  was  brought;  nothing  which  the  law  recognizes 
as  an  act  of  avoidance.  The  struggle  at  the  trial  was  over 
the  question,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  not  confirmed  the  deed 
after  he  came  of  age?  He  contended,  and  he  asked  the  court 
80  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  an  act  of  affirmance  must  be  of 
as  solemn  a  character  as  the  deed  itself.  This  instruction 
the  court  declined  in  terms,  stating,  however,  that  mere 
acquiescence,  however  long,  if  short  of  the  statutory  period 
of  limitations,  is  not  sufficient,  and  that  an  act  of  confirma- 
tion, if  not  equally  solemn  with  the  deed,  must  be  of  such  a 
solemn  and  ui\donbted  nature,  of  such  a  clear  and  unequivo- 
cal character,  as  to  establish  a  clear  intention  to  confirm  the 
deed  after  a  full  knowledge  that  it  was  voidable.  Certainly 
this  was  all  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  demand.  There 
is  a  well-recognized  distinction  between  the  nature  of  those 
acts  which  are  necessary  to  avoid  an  infant's  deed,  and  the 
character  of  those  that  are  sufficient  to  confirm  it.  The 
authorities  frequently  assert  that  such  a  deed  cannot  be 
avoided  except  by  some  act  equally  solemn  with  the  deed 
itself.  Some  assert  that  it  cannot  be  done  by  anything  short 
of  an  entry ;  and  this  whether  the  deed  operates  by  livery 
of  seisin,  or  transmits  the  title'  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of 
uses.  Others  hold  that  it  may  be  avoided,  without  a  previous 
entry,  by  another  deed  made  to  a  different  grantee.  But  all 
the  authorities  recognize  the  doctrine,  that  acts  which  would 
be  insufficient  to  avoid  such  a  deed  may  amount  to  an  affirm- 
ance of  it.  While  generally  it  has  been  held  that  mere  ac- 
quiescence, though  long  continued,  will  not  suffice;  yet  even 
that,  in  connection  with  other  circumstances,  may  establish 
a  ratification.'*'    And,  where  an  infant  had  sold  land,  and 


*  Cresinger  v.  The  Lessee  of  Welch,  16  Ohio,  198 ;  Drake  o.  Ramsey,  5 
Ohio,  2'>1 ;  Ferguson  v.  Bell,  17  Missouri,  847;  Bostwick  v.  Atkins,  8  Corn- 
stock,  58. 
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after  coining  of  age  saw  the  purchaser  making  large  expen- 
ditures in  valuable  improvements  upon  the  land  sold,  and 
said  nothing  in  disaffirmance  for  four  years  (facts  very  like 
those  appearing  in  this  case),  it  was  held  that  the  circum- 
stances were  not  such  as  to  excuse  this  long  silence,  and 
there  being  evidence  that  after  he  had  reached  twenty-one 
years  of  age  he  had  said  that  he  had  sold  the  land,  had  been 
paid  for  it,  and  was  satisfied,  and  had  authorized  an  oiFer  to 
purchase  it,  it  was  ruled,  as  a  legal  conclusion,  that  he  had 
confirmed  his  deed.*  So  in  Wallace's  Lessee  v.  ServiSj^  it  was 
adjudged  that  an  infant's  acquiescence  in  his  deed  for  four 
years  after  he  came  of  age,  in  view  of  extensive  improve- 
ments made  upon  the  property,  amounted  to  a  confirma- 
tion. 

There  is  reason  for  this  distinction  between  the  eflect  of 
acts  in  avoidance  and  that  of  acts  of  confirmation.  We  have 
seen  that  an  infant's  deed  is  not  void ;  it  passes  the  title  of 
the  land  to  his  grantee.  Now,  if  the  deed  be  avoided  the 
ownership  of  the  land  is  retransferred.  The  seisin  is  changed. 
There  is  fitness  in  a  rule  that  title  to  land  shall  not  pass  by 
acts  less  solemn  than  a  deed ;  that  its  ownership  shall  not  be 
divested  by  anything  inferior  to  that  which  conferred  it.  On 
the  other  hand  a  confirmation  passes  no  title ;  it  effects  no 
change  of  property;  it  disturbs  no  seisin.  It  is  therefore 
itself  an  act  of  a  character  less  solemn  than  is  the  act  of 
avoiding  a  deed,  and  it  may  well  be  effected  in  a  less  formal 
manner. 

By  the  seventh  proposition  the  court  was  asked  to  instruct 
the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  confirmation  of 
the  deed  by  the  plaintiff  after  he  came  of  age,  and  that  the 
evidence  showed  no  afiirmance.  Whether  the  evidence 
showed  an  affirmance  or  not  was  a  question  for  the  jury  and 
not  for  the  court,  if  there  was  any  tending  to  show  it;  and 
that  there  was  is  beyond  doubt.  Had  there  been  nothing 
more  than  the  lease  of  a  part  of  the  land  conveyed,  a  lease 
made  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff',  with  others,  on  the 

*  Wheaton  v.  East,  6  Terger,  41-62. 

t  4  Harrington,  75;  see  aldo  Hartman  v.  Kendall,  4  Indiana,  405. 
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8tb  of  May,  1864,  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  the 
court  to  have  withheld  from  the  jury  the  inquiry  whether 
the  plaintiff  had  not  confirnoed  his  deed,  or  to  have  declared 
there  was  no  evidence  of  confirmation.  True  the  lease  was 
not  for  the  particular  parts  of  the  land  conveyed  by  the  deed 
which  are  the  subjects  of  the  present  suit,  but  it  was  still 
very  significant.  The  defendant  held  the  part  demised  by 
the  same  title  by  which  he  claims  the  lots  now  in  dispute,  to 
wit,  under  the  plaintiff's  deed.  He  held  by  no  other  right. 
If  the  deed  was  effective  to  assure  to  him  the  premises  de- 
mised, it  was  equally  so  to  protect  him  in  the  ownership  of 
the  lots,  for  it  conveyed  the  whole  property,  the  lots  and  the 
demised  premises.  When,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  signed  and 
sealed  the  lease,  he  acknowledged  by  a  solemn  act  that  the 
defendant  rightfully  held  under  the  deed.  It  might  well 
have  been  inferred  from  this  that  he  intended  to  assent  to 
the  convevance  he  had  made.  There  was  other  evidence  of 
ratification,  but  this  suflSces  to  show  that  the  plaintiff's  prop- 
osition was  inadmissible. 

The  eighth  and  tenth  points  relate  to  some  evidence  that 
had  been  given,  tending  to  show  an  employment  of  the 
plaintiff  by  the  defendant  to  enter  the  land  for  him,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  paid  for  it  with  the  defendant's  money,  furnished 
to  him  for  that  purpose.  The  court  was  asked  to  instruct 
the  jury  that  no  trust  or  agency  had  been  shown  which 
could  have  been  enforced.  We  do  not  perceive  how  the 
court  could  rightfully  have  affirmed  what  was  asked.  An 
infant  may  undoubtedly  be  a  trustee,  and  be  compelled  to 
execute  his  trust.  Especially,  if  after  he  came  of  age,  he 
affirms  the  trust,  and  ratifies  the  acts  which  he  did  in  accord- 
ance with  the  trust,  will  it  be  out  of  his  power  to  deny  that 
any  trust  ever  existed.  But  we  need  not  discuss  this  sub- 
ject ;  it  is  of  small  importance  to  the  case.  It  is  enough 
that,  in  our  opinion,  it  was  not  for  the  court  to  deny  that 
there  had  been  a  resulting  trust,  and  had  they  denied  it  the 
plaintiff  would  have  gained  nothing.  The  controlling  ques- 
tion, the  one  submitted  to  the  jury,  was  whether  he  had  con- 
veyed his  interest,  whatever  it  might  have  been,  to  the  de- 
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fendant,  aud  whether  he  had  confirmed  his  conveyance  after 
he  attained  hie  majority. 

The  ninth  request  for  instruction  presented  an  abstract 
question  not  raised  by  anything  in  the  case.  The  court  did 
well  to  decline  answering  it.  Certainly  it  should  not  have 
been  affirmed.. 

The  eleventh  proposition  was  affirmed,  and  the  twelfth 
was  correctly  answered,  as  we  have  shown  in  our  remarks 
upon  the  seventh. 

We  have  thus  reviewed  the  entire  record  and  have  found 
no  error.  If  anything  has  been  left  unnoticed  it  is  because 
we  consider  it  unimportant.  The  plaintifi'  has  himself  well 
summed  up  the  case  by  stating  that  there  are  but  two  ques- 
tions presented  by  it:  "First,  was  the  deed  of  May  8th, 
1849,  void  by  reason  of  its  contravening  the  act  of  Congress 
of  September  4th,  1841,  or  ineftectual  to  pass  the  subse- 
quently acquired  title  and  estate  of  the  plaintifi*  under  the 
patent  of  October  8th,  1849?  Second,  if  the  deed  was 
merely  voidable  by  reason  of  the  infancy  of  the  grantor,  did 
he,  after  he  came  of  age,  affirm  it  ?"  The  first  we  have  an- 
swered in  the  negative,  and  the  second  was  properly  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is 

Affirmed,  with  costs. 


Thb  Corsica. 


1.  Where  two  Tessels,  moving  under  eteanii  are  crossing  so  as  to  involTe  a 
risk  of  collision,  if  the  ship  which  has  the  other  on  her  starboard  does 
keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  other,  as  a  ship  in  that  position  is  directed 
to  do  by  the  Rules  of  Navigation  adopted  by  Congress,  by  the  act  of 
April  29th,  1S64,  and  a  collision  occurs,  from  the  other  vessel's  noi 
having  kept  on  her  course-^-as  under  the  said  rules,  it  is  impliedly  her 
duty  in  such  a  state  of  movements  to  do — the  obligation  rests  on  this 
last  vessel  to  show  sufficient  causes  existing  in  the  particular  case  which 
rendered  a  d^fHirture  from  the  rule  necessary  to  avoid  an  immediaia 
danger. 
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2.  A  Bteam  yeBiiel  sailing  in  a  harbor  like  that  of  New  York,  where  there 
are  yesseU  at  anchor  and  in  motion,  is  bound  to  move  at  no  headway 
not  entirely  controllable. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Soathern  District 
of  New  York,  affirming  a  decree  of  the  District  Court  of 
said  district ;  in  which  latter  court  Samuel  Schuyler,  owner 
of  the  steamer  America,  had  libelled  the  steam-propeller 
Corsica,  one  of  the  steamers  of  the  Cunard  line,  for  damages 
which  his  vessel  had  suffered  by  being,  as  he  alleged,  run 
into  by  the  Corsica,  in  the  harbor  of  New  York.  The  col- 
lision occurred  on  the  9th  of  September,  1865,  about  mid- 
day;  the  weather  having  been  clear,  and  the  vessels  for  some 
time  previously  in  plain  sight  of  each  other.  The  libelled 
vessel,  the  Corsica,  laid  the  blame  of  the  disaster  wholly 
on  the  other  steamer.  The  District  Court  decreed  for  the 
libellant ;  the  Circuit  Court  affirmed  that  decree,  condemn- 
ing the  Corsica  in  |88,000  damages  and  costs.  Whereupon 
the  owners  of  the  Corsica  appealed  to  this  court 

Mr.  D.  D.  Lofdy  for  the  appellant;  Mr.  Van  Sandvoord^ 
contra. 

Mr.  Justice  BRADLEY  stated  the  fttcts,  and  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  pleadings  and  evidence  in  the  case  show  that  the  Cor- 
sica, having  just  steamed  out  from  her  dock,  preparatory  to 
her  outward  passage,  had  turned  her  stem  southwardly,  and 
was  proceeding,  at  a  distance  of  about  three  or  four  hundred 
yards  from  the  line  of  the  Jersey  City  wharves,  straight  down 
the  river  towards  the  Narrows.  The  evidence  as  to  her 
speed  is  contradictory.  Her  master  says  about  five  or  six 
knots  an  hour ;  the  master  of  the  America  says  eight  or  nine 
knots,  and  the  pilot,  seven  or  eight  miles.  The  chief  engi- 
neer of  the  Corsica  says  she  was  gradually  increasing  her 
speed,  and  had  got  up  to  fifteen  revolutions  per  minute;  that 
at  full  speed  she  made  twenty-five  revolutions  and  ten  knots 
an  hour.  Fifteen  revolutions  would  therefore  make  about 
six  knots,  which  is  equivalent  to  seven  miles  an  hour.    A 
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number  of  veBsels  were  at  anchor  on  the  weeterly  eide  of  the 
river,  and  some  to  the  east;  amongst  others  two  ships  nearly 
opposite  the  Battery,  one  a  little  southerly  of  the  other. 
Whilst  the  Corsica  was  thus  starting  on  her  course,  the 
America  came  around  the  Batteiy  from  the  East  River,  at  a 
speed  of  about  six  miles  an  hour,  passed  between  the  two 
ships  above  meatioaed,  and  directed  her  course  across  tbe 
river  iu  a  diagonal  line,  making  for  her  wharf  ia  Jersey  City, 
where  she  waa  accustomed  to  take  in  coal  and  water.    Her 


course  lay  across  that  of  the  Corsica,  and  the  men  on  tbe 
two  vessels  each  saw  the  approach  of  the  other  when  they 
were  about  four  huhdred  or  five  hundred  yards  apart.  Prom 
the  course  the  vessels  were  respectively  pursuing,  the  one 
Boatherly,  nearly  iu  line  with  the  river,' and  the  other  north- 
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westerly,  in  a  diagonal  line,  the  Corsica  was  off  the  starboard 
bow  of  the  America,  and  the  latter  was  off  the  larboard  bow 
of  the  Corsica.  Both  being  steamers,  and  standing  on  an 
equal  footing,  they  were  subject  to  the  following  rule,  adopted 
by  Congress  in  the  act  of  April  2&th,  1864:* 

'<If  two  ships  under  steam  are  crossing  so  as  to  involve  risk 
of  collision,  the  ship  which  has  the  other  on  her  own  starboard 
side  shall  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  other." 

This  rule  made  it  the  duty  of  the  America  to  keep  out  of 
the  way  of  the  Corsica;  and,  by  implication,  the  correspond- 
ing and  reciprocal  duty  of  the  Corsica  to  keep  on  her  course. 
It  can  hardly  be  doubted  from  the  evidence,  taken  together, 
that  had  the  Corsica  kept  on  her  course,  the  collision  would 
not  have  occurred.  The  diagrams  furnished  by  the  counsel 
for  the  appellants  render  this  fact  very  clear  and  demonstra- 
ble. But,  instead  of  doing  this,  the  persons  in  charge  of  the 
Corsica,  just  before  the  collision  occurred,  ordered  her  helm 
bard  a-starboard,  and  thus  turned  her  right  upon  the  Amer- 
ica, which,  as  in  duty  bound,  was  backing  out  of  her  way. 
It  is  so  apparent  that  this  was  the  immediate  cause  of  the 
disaster  that  it  casts  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  appellants 
to  show  a  sufficient  cause  in  the  conduct  of  the  America  to 
justify  such  a  sudden  change  of  course.  We  have  carefully 
examined  the  testimony  to  see  if  anything  of  the  kind  was 
elicited,  and  have  failed  to  find  it.  It  is  admitted  by  the 
pilot  of  the  America  that  his  first  intention  was  to  pass  ahead 
of  the  Corsica;  but  seeing  that  it  was  risky,  he  took  the  more 
prudent  course  of  stopping  and  backing.  The  master  of  the 
Corsica  says,  in  effect,  that  the  America  had  got  right  ahead 
of  him,  in  his  way,  and  he  was  obliged  to  turn  to  the  left  as 
the  best  means  of  avoiding  or  diminishing  the  danger.  Now, 
the  diagram  of  the  courses  of  the  two  vessels  shows  that  this 
could  not  have  been  so,  until  the  Corsica  had  herself  changed 
her  course.  And  the  master  of  the  Corsica  admits  that  in- 
stead of  keeping  her  course,  her  helm  was  starboarded,  and 

*  13  SUt.  at  Large,  60. 
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her  course  was  altered  two  points,  for  the  purpose  of  passing 
under  the  stern  of  the  America,  soon  after  the  latter  vessel 
was  discovered.  This,  if  so,  was  the  first  error.  It  was  the 
business  of  the  Corsica,  as  we  have  seen,  to  have  kept  on  her 
course.  After  this,  perceiving  the  danger  she  had  brought 
upon  herself,  her  helm  was  again  starboarded,  and  the  col- 
lision ensued.  According  to  the  master  of  the  Corsica's  own 
account,  therefore,  the  accident  occurred  in  consequence  of 
her  assuming  to  perform  the  duty  which  devolved  on  the 
America  under  the  Congressional  rule  above  quoted. 

It  is  also  evident  that  the  Corsica  was  under  considerable 
headway  when  the  collision  occurred.  The  force  of  the  blow 
proves  this.  The  America  did  not  contribute  to  the  effect 
of  the  blow,  for  the  weight  of  the  evidence  is,  that  she  was 
backing  away  from  the  Corsica  at  the  time.  The  &ct  is,  that 
the  latter  vessel  was  under  too  much  speed  for  the  place  she 
was  in — a  crowded  harbor,  spotted  with  vessels  at  anchor 
and  in  motion.  This  made  her  headway  uncontrollable,  and 
accounts  for  the  fact  that,  although  her  officers  tried  to  check 
her  speed,  they  were  only  very  partially  successful. 

We  are  satisfied  that  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  was 

right,  and  ought  to  be 

Affirmbd* 


City  op  Paris. 

1.  The  rule  declared  in  the  preceding  case  as  to  the  obUgation  of  large  steam 

vessels  moving  in  a  crowded  harbor,  like  New  York,  to  move  slowly 
and  to  keep  themselves  under  sach  entire  control  as  to  be  able  to  stop 
on  short  notice,  declared  anew. 

2.  Such  steamers  should  keep  a  vigilant  lookout,  and  if  they  enter  narrow 

passages,  between  other  vessels,  do  so  only  when  they  plainly  see  that 
they  can  proceed  through  them  without  danger  to  other  vessels.  If 
notwithstanding  all  their  caution  and  vigilance  they  see  any  vessel  ap- 
proaching, so  as  to  make  a  danger  of  collision,  they  should  stop  and 
reverse  their  engine  as  soon  as  is  possible. 

This  was  an  appeal  in  admiralty  from  the  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District 
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of  New  York ;  affirming  a  decree  of  the  District  Court  on 
a  libel  in  admiralty;  the  waters  where  the  collision  took 
place  having  been  the  very  same  as  in  the  collision  in  the 
last  case ;  those,  namely,  between  Jersey  City  and  the  Battery 
at  New  York. 

Mr.  Justice  SWAYNE  stated  the  facts  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court 

The  cause  was  one  of  collision.  The  vessels  concerned 
were  the  schooner  Percy  Heilmar  and  the  steamer  City  of 
Paris.  The  schooner  was  78  feet  in  length ;  her  tonnage, 
new  measurement,  was  107  tons ;  her  carrying  capacity  was 
about  170  tons.  The  City  of  Paris  was  an  iron  screw  steamer. 
She  was  875  feet  long,  and  40  feet  beam.  Iler  register  was 
1669  tons,  English  measurement.  Her  engines  were  600 
horse  power.  The  schooner  was  laden  with  coal,  and  was 
on  a  voyage  from  Philadelphia  to  Pawtucket,  Ehode  Island, 
by  way  of  Long  Island  Sound. 

The  steamer  was  engaged  in  running  between  the  ports 
of  New  York  and  Liverpool.  The  collision  occurred  on  the 
morning  of  the  14th  of  April,  1866,  below  the  Battery,  in 
the  North  River.  The  schooner  had  arrived  at  the  port  of 
New  York  that  morning.  The  tide  being  unfavorable  for 
ascending  the  East  River,  she  stood  over  towards  Jersey  City 
to  find  a  suitable  place  to  anchor,  intending  to  wait  there 
until  the  tide  in  the  East  River  should  be  favorable.  While 
proceeding  to  carry  out  this  purpose,  heading  about  west  by 
north,  with  the  wind  free,  the  steamer  ran  into  her,  striking 
her  on  the  starboard  side,  about  the  main  chains.  The  blow 
was  of  such  violence  as  to  prostrate  her  mainmast  and  cut 
her  nearly  in  two.  As  soon  as  she  was  struck  the  steamer 
put  on  steam  and  carried  her  forward  to  avoid  raking,  or 
being  raked  by  other  vessels,  which  the  pilot  of  the  steamer 
says  '^  would  have  done  more  damage  than  sinking  a  dozen 
schooners."  The  schooner  hung  for  a  time  on  the  steamer's 
bow.  The  pilot  says :  ^'  As  soon  as  we  got  below,  a  little 
out  of  danger,  a  little  room,  then  we  stopped  the  steamer, 
backed  on  her  hard,  backed  out  from  the  schooner,  and  she 
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went  down."  All  this  happened  so  quickly  that  those  on 
board  had  difficulty  in  escaping  with  their  lives.  They  lost 
everything  else.  The  captain  was  knocked  overboard  and 
rescued  by  a  small  boat  which  happened  to  be  present. 

The  course  of  the  schooner  was  nearly  at  right  angles 
with  the  course  of  the  steamer.  It  lay  between  a  brig  and 
a  ship — ^both  with  their  heads  to  the  eastward,  and  one  a  little 
astern  of  the  other.  They  were  about  three  hundred  feet 
apart.  The  brig  was  on  the  starboard  and  the  ship  was  on 
the  port  side  of  the  schooner.  The  course  of  the  steamer 
was  between  the  same  vessels,  with  the  ship  on  the  starboard 
and  the  brig  on  her  larboard  side.  The  pilot  says  he  picked 
out  this  course,  though  it  was  "  pretty  narrow."  The  sub- 
ject was  talked  over.  His  plan  was  to  go  under  the  stem 
of  the  brig  and  ahead  of  the  ship. 

As  almost  invariably  happens  in  this  class  of  cases,  each 
vessel  has  a  theoi7  which  vindicates  itself  and  condemns  its 
adversary ;  and,  as  usual,  each  theory  is  earnestly  supported 
by  those  on  board  the  vessel  which  propounds  it.  In  this 
ease  it  is  clear  there  is  fault  and  responsibility  somewhere. 
Our  duty  is  to  find  where  they  belong  and  to  pronounce  ac- 
cordingly. The  District  Court  adjudged  against  the  steamer, 
and  the  Circuit  Court  affirmed  the  decree. 

The  theory  of  the  schooner  is,  that  she  was  keeping  her 
course,  as  she  had  a  right  to  do,  and  that  the  steamer  was 
wholly  in  fault.  The  steamer  maintains  that  as  soon  as  the 
schooner  had  passed  under  the  stern  of  the  brig,  she  de- 
scried the  steamer  for  the  first  time  and  luffed,  intending  to 
pass  between  the  brig  and  the  steamer;  that  the  steamer 
backed  hard  to  enable  her  to  do  so,  and  that  the  schooner 
thereupon  immediately  fell  off  into  the  line  of  the  steam- 
er's course,  and  thus  brought  about  the  catastrophe.  The 
steamer  insists  that  if  the  schooner  had  kept  her  course, 
without  luffing,  the  steamer  would  have  passed  under  her 
stern;  that  if  the  schooner  had  continued  her  course  after 
luffing,  she  would  have  passed  between  the  steamer  and  the 
brig,  and  that  her  subsequent  change  t)f  course  was  a  gross 
fault,  the  sole  cause  of  the  collision,  and  deprives  her  of  all 
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claim  to  damages  for  the  consequences.    These  conflicting 
views  define  the  sphere  of  our  inquiries  in  the  case. 

The  morning  was  clear.  The  river  was  crowded  with 
vessels  sailing  and  at  anchor.  The  condition  of  things  re- 
quired the  greatest  circumspection  on  the  part  of  the  steamer. 
Her  rate  of  speed  was  probably  from  seven  to  eight  miles  an 
hour.  The  combined  speed  of  both  vessels  was  not  less  than 
ten  miles  an  hour.  The  schooner  was  first  seen  by  Mathewson, 
who  was  then,  and  had  been  from  the  time  the  steamer  left 
the  wharf,  on  her  forecastle  head  as  a  lookout.  He  says  that 
when  first  seen  the  schooner  was  from  three  to  four  points 
off  the  port  bow  of  the  steamer,  and,  he  thinks,  was  distant 
about  four  hundred  yards.  Captain  Kennedy,  of  the  steamer, 
thinks  she  was  a  quarter  of  a  mile  off.  Estimates  of  distance, 
under  such  circumstances,  are  little  to  be  relied  upon.  It  is 
to  be  presumed  the  witnesses  in  this  instance  made  it  large 
enough.  Conceding  that  the  distance  to  be  passed  by  both 
vessels,  to  the  point  of  collision,  was  a  full  quarter  of  a  mile, 
the  combined  speed  often  miles  an  hour  would  have  brought 
them  together  in  a  minute  and  a  half.  Mathewson  reported 
the  schooner  as  soon  as  he  saw  her.  The  orders  that  were 
given  show  the  perturbation  which  existed.  Captain  Ken- 
nedy says :  "  When  the  schooner  was  reported,  the  pilot  and 
myself  both  ordered  the  helm  hard  a-starboard.  I  said,  along 
with  the  pilot,  hard  a-starboard,  and  at  the  same  time  re- 
duced the  engines  dead  slow.  .  .  .  The  next  order  was  to 
stop  the  engines  and  reverse  full  speed.  I  worked  the  indi- 
cator myself."  The  orders  to  slow,  to  stop,  and  to  reverse 
the  engines  came  too  late.  The  steamer  had  but  a  little  way 
to  go.  The  headway  she  was  under  could  not  be  arrested 
at  once.  It  carried  her  forward  with  such  force  that  her  im- 
pact was  necessarily  fatal  to  the  schooner.  Her  starboard- 
ing did  no  good.  She  could  not  go  to  the  port  side  more 
than  two  points  without  colliding  with  the  brig.  She  passed 
within  an  ordinary  ship's  length  of  the  stem  of  that  vessel. 

We  think  that  if  there  had  been  due  care  and  vigilance 
the  schooner  would  have  been  seen  at  an  earlier  period. 
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There  was  DOtbing  to  prevent  it.  The  result  evinces  gross 
negligence.  As  soon  as  it  was  seen  that  the  schooner  was 
approaching  the  track  of  the  steamer,  the  steamer  should  at 
once  have  stopped  or  reversed  her  engines,  and  have  done 
all  in  her  power  to  avert  the  impending  peril.*  She  ought 
not  to  have  entered  upon  the  narrow  track  between  the  ship 
and  the  brig,  without  being  very  careful  first  to  see  that  her 
passage  would  involve  no  danger  to  any  approaching  vessel 
in  its  transit. 

The  results  proved  that  the  speed  of  the  steamer  was 
higher  than  was  consistent  with  the  safety  of  other  vessels 
in  so  crowded  a  thoroughfare,  and  hence  higher  than  she 
was  warranted  to  assume. 

For  these  faults  she  must  be  condemned. 

Was  the  schooner  in  fault? 

When  she  passed  the  brig  and  reached  the  steamer's  track 
she  was  pursuing  her  regular  course.  This  she  had  a  right 
to  do,  and  the  duty  rested  upon  the  steamer  to  see  her  and 
keep  out  of  her  way.f  At  this  point  blame  is  imputed  to 
her.  Locman,  the  pilot  on  the  brig,  says,  "  she  luffed  a  little, 
and  then  kept  off  immediately  after  she  luffed."  The  pilot 
on  the  steamer  says  she  luffed  "a  very  little  while.  It 
seemed  to  me  about  long  enough  to  get  his  wheel  down  and 
then  hove  it  up  again.  He  appeared  to  be  in  a  confused 
state;  got  frightened,  and  did  not  know  exactly  what  to  do." 
The  conduct  of  the  schooner  must  be  considered  in  the  light 
of  the  facts.  They  were  enough  to  produce  consternation. 
As  she  passed  the  stern  of  the  brig  the  peril  of  her  position 
became  apparent.  A  steamer  of  immense  power  was  bear- 
ing down  directly  upon  her,  and  rapidly  approaching.  Escape 
seemed  impossible  and  destruction  inevitable.  There  was 
no  time  for  reflection  or  precaution.  The  vessel  and  the 
lives  of  all  on  board  were  at  stake.  The  acts  complained  of 
were  done  in  the  excitement  of  the  moment,  and  in  extremis. 
Whether  they  were  wise  it  is  not  material  to  inquire.  '  If 

*  Acts  of  Congress,  April  29th,  1864,  is'stat,  61,  art.  16. 
t  Act  of  1864,  art.  16. 
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anwise,  they  were  errors  and  not  faults.  In  such  cases  the 
law  in  its  wisdom  gives  absolution. "*"  It  is  by  no  means  clear 
to  our  minds  that  if  the  schooner  had  failed  to  lufi'  the  re- 
sults would  not  have  been  still  more  disastrous.  It  is  quite 
probable  that  the  steamer  would  have  struck  her  midship, 
have  passed  over  her,  and  destroyed  the  lives  of  all  on  board. 
Her  conduct  neither  caused  nor  aggravated  the  catastrophe. 
After  reaching  the  steamer's  track  she  had  no  power  to  avoid 
it.  We  find  in  the  record  no  ground  upon  which  we  can 
hold  her  responsible  in  any  degree  for  the  casualty. 

The  fact  that  both  the  courts  below  concurred  in  condemn- 
ing the  steamer  and  in  exonerating  the  schooner  is  entitled 
to  our  respectful  consideration.f 

Degreb  affirmed. 


United  States  v.  Rocha. 

1.  The  eleven tb  section  of  the  act  of  Harcb  8d,  1861,  to  ascertftin  and  settle 
private  land  claims  in  California  (9  Stat,  at  Large,  681),  provides  that 
the  commissioners'  created  under  the  act,  and  the  District  and  Supreme 
Courts,  *'  in  deciding  on  the  validity  of  any  claim  brought  before  them 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  shall  be  governed  by  the  treaty  of 
Guadaloupe  Hidalgo,  the  law  of  nations,  the  laws,  usages,  and  customs 
of  the  government  from  which  the  claim  is  derived,  the  principles  of 
equity,  and  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
BO  far  as  they  are  applicable.''  An  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  com- 
missioners  rejecting  a  claim  having  been  made  to  the  District  Court, 
and  there  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution,  leave  to  file  a  bill  of  review 
upon  newly  discovered  evidence  was  granted  by  that  court :  Held,  that 
though  the  provision  of  the  eleventh  section  refers  to  the  rules  to  be 
observed  by  the  courts  in  passing  upon  the  merits  of  the  claimant's 
right,  or  title  to  the  land,  the  liberal  and  equitable  principles  there 
enjoined  as  a  duty  in  the  decision  of  cases,  cannot  be  fully  or  fairly 
carried  out  without  giving  to  them  application  and  effect  in  conduct- 
ing the  proceedings  before  the  courts  as  well  as  in  passing  upon  the 
merits ;  and  that  to  this  end  the  court  possessed  the  power  to  open  a  case 
for  the  purpose  of  hearing  newly  discovered  evidence  upon  the  title  of 
the  claimant. 

*  The  Grace  Girdler,  7  Wallace,  201.  f  lb. 
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2.  In  1828  certain  parties  petitioned  the  authorities  of  the  paehlo  of  Lios 
Angeles,  in  Galiforniaf  for  a  grant  of  a  tract  of  land,  erroneously  sap- 
posed,  at  the  time,  to  be  within  the  limits  of  the  paeblo;  the  grant  was 
made,  and  under  it  the  grantees  took  possession  of  the  premises,  and 
they,  or  their  representatives,  continued  to  oceupy  them  until  the  pro- 
sentation  of  the  claim  to  the  board  of  land  commissioners,  under  the 
act  of  Congress  of  March  8d,  1851.  In  1840  the  widow  of  one  of  the 
grantees  presented  a  petition  to  the  prefect  of  the  district  soliciting  the 
land,  and  reciting  that  the  land  had  been  ceded  provisionally  to  her 
deceased  husband.  The  prefect  referred  the  petition  to  a  Justice  of  the 
peace,  at  Los  Angeles,  for  information  in  respect  to  the  petition  and  the 
petitioner ;  the  justice  reported  that  there  was  no  objection  to  a  conces- 
sion of  the  land  to  her ;  and  the  prefect  then  communicated  to  the  gov- 
ernor of  the  department  the  petition  of  the  widow,  and  advised  him  that 
there  was  no  objection  to  the  granting  of  the  petition.  The  governor 
thereupon  decreed  that  all  the  places  ceded  for  ranches  in  that  jurisdic- 
tion should  remain  as  provisional  grants  until  the  ejidos  (common  lands) 
of  the  city  should  be  regulated.  Heldf  that  under  this  decree  of  the 
governor  the  widow  and  her  children  toob  the  title  provisionally,  that 
is,  if  the  tract  fell  within  the  limits  of  the  town-land,  when  they  were 
ascertained,  it  should  be  inoperative;  but  if  outside  these  limits,  the  title 
should  become  absolute. 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Southern  District  of  California. 

This  case  involved  the  right  to  one  league  of  land  in  the 
county  of  Los  Angeles,  California,  claimed  by  the  children 
and  grandchildren  of  Antonio  Jos^  Rocha,  an  early  settler 
in  the  pueblo  of  Los  Angeles,  where  he  long  exercised  the 
art  of  smithing.  The  land  was  called  La  Brea^  which  is  the 
Spanish  word  for  pitch  or  bitumen,  and  this  name  was  givea 
the  rancho  because  it  contained  a  large  asphaltum  spring, 
which  added  much  to  its  value.  From  this  fact  the  rancho 
was  easily  identified,  and  it  had  been  well  known  by  one 
name  for  more  than  forty  years. 

On  the  6th  of  January,  A.D.  1828,  Rocha  and  one  Do- 
minguez  petitioned  the  ayuntamiento  or  town  council  of 
the  pueblo  of  Los  Angeles  for  a  grant  of  this  place,  called 
Ranch  De  La  Brea.  On  the  8th  of  April,  1828,  the  petition 
was  granted  by  the  ayuntamiento,  and  the  title  was  issued 
in  the  following  form,  indorsed  upon  the  petition : 

<^  The  parties  interested  in  this  petition  can  build  their  cor- 
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rals,  place  their  stock,  make  their  fields  in  the  lands  which  they 

have  signified,  on  the  same  terms,  conditions,  and  circumstances 

as  the  other  citizens  have  done  who  have  received  snch  a  favor, 

being  responsible  for  care,  and  only  to  report  any  crime  which 

they  may  notice  within  their  boundaries. 

"  Cabillo." 

This  is  the  usual  form  of  a  municipal  grant  for  the  ejidos 
and  proprios  of  a  town. 

It  was  not  now  asserted  that  this  concession  vested  a  valid 
title  in  the  petitioners,  although  they  at  the  time  believed  it 
did.  The  land  proved  to  be  outside  of  the  limits  of  this 
pueblo.  For  many  years  it  was  supposed  by  the  inhabitants 
and  municipal  authorities  of  the  pueblos  of  California  that 
each  town  was  entitled  to  sixteen  square  leagues,  or  four 
leagues  square,  of  land.  The  quantity  of  land  to  which  a 
pueblo  was  actually  entitled  under  the  laws  of  Spain  and 
Mexico  was  four  square  leagues,  and  no  more.* 

In  an  order  of  Pedro  Nava,  dated  June  21st,  1791,  at 
Chihuahua,  reference  was  made  to  the  foregoing  laws  as  to 
the  quantity  of  land  which  a  pueblo  should  take,  and  the 
law  is  ambiguously  stated  as  follows : 

''  The  extent  of  four  leagues,  measured  from  the  centre  of  the 
plaza  (square)  of  the  presidio  (garrison),  in  each  direction.^' 

The  mistake  of  Nava  was  subsequently  followed  in  several, 
orders  and  decrees  of  the  governors  of  California,  issued  in 
relation  to  the  pueblo  lands.  Hence  the  general  impression 
that  a  town  was  entitled  to  sixteen  square  leagues.  Carillo, 
the  president  of  the  ayuntamiento,  who  signed  the  grant 
under  consideration,  testified  that  the  land  was  considered 
at  the  time  as  belonging  to  the  town,  and  that  before  the 
grant  it  was  occupied  by  the  town.  The  city  of  Los  Angeles, 
in  its  petition  to  the  late  board  of  land  commissioners, 
claimed  sixteen  square  leagues,  and  prayed  confirmation  for 

*  Decree  of  Philip  II,  Laws  of  the  Indies,  book  4,  title  5,  law  6,  ordi- 
nance Philip  II  *,  Secopilacion,  law  10,  book  4,  title  6;  Opinion  of  Ckilindo 
Navarro,  Assessor-General,  June  21st,  1786. 

VOL.  IX.  41 
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that  quantity.  Much  proof  was  taken  to  support  that  theory, 
but  it  was  subsequently  ascertained  that  the  true  quantity 
was  four  square  leagues,  for  which  a  decree  was  entered  and 
a  patent  subsequently  issued.  Indeed,  even  now  the  inhab- 
itants of  Los  Angeles  were  in  the  habit  of  speaking  of  the 
old  pueblo  lines  and  the  new  pueblo  lines.  The  land  in 
question  was  situated  within  the  sixteen  square  leagues 
claimed,  but  without  the  four  leagues  patented. 

On  the  13th  of  April,  A.D.  1840,  Maria  Josefa,  the  widow 
of  Rocha,  who  in  the  meantime  had  died,  petitioned  the  pre- 
fect of  the  second  district,  reciting  that  the  place  called  "La 
Brea"  was  ceded  provisionally  to  her  husband  in  1828,  from 
which  time  it  had  been  occupied  by  his  family,  and  praying 
for  a  definitive  grant  of  the  same.  On  the  next  day  the 
prefect  referred  this  petition  to  the  justice  of  the  peace  for 
information,  and  on  the  28th  of  the  same  month  the  justice 
reported  favorably  to  the  grant,  stating  that  he  had  gone 
with  two  witnesses  to  examine  the  land,  found  the  diseno  av 
map  to  be  in  conformity  with  the  petition,  and  that  the  pe- 
titioner had  the  proper  quantity  of  stock  to  occupy  the  lan<l. 
On  the  2d  of  May,  1840,  the  prefect  of  the  second  district 
recommended  to  the  governor  that  the  prayer  of  the  peti- 
tioner be  granted,  assigning  as  a  cause  that  the  petitioner 
was  a  widow  having  charge  of  a  family;  and  on  the  10th  of 
May  the.  prefect  issued  and  delivered  to  the  petitioner  a  cer- 
tificate, as  follows,  countersigned  by  his  secretary : 

"In  conformity  with  the  disposition  of  his  excellency  the 
senor  governor,  communicated  to  this  prefecture  in  a  note  of 
the  27th  of  April  last,  with  respect  to  that  resolution  of  the  ex- 
cellent departmental  junta,  all  of  the  places  ceded  for  ranchos 
of  this  jurisdiction  will  remain  of  the  character  of  provisional 
until  the  cjidos  of  the  city  shall  be  regulated.  I  have  inado 
known  the  said  superior  disposition  to  the  interested  party  to 
this  petition,  and  she  remains  informed." 

The  expediente  of  these  proceedings  was  found  in  the 
archives,  **  Departmental  State  Papers,  Angeles,  Miscella- 
neous," vol.  xii. 
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I-  IM__-L_  --  ' 

From  some  cause  or  other  doubt  arose  in  the  mind  of  the 
widow  of  Rocha  as  to  whether  the  title  issued  to  her  hus- 
band by  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  was  sufficient.  This  ap- 
peared from  the  fact  that  she  terms  it  "  provisional,"  though 
it  was  not  more  so  than  other  municipal  grants.  She  there- 
fore instituted  the  proceedings  stated  above  before  the  pre- 
fect for  a  more  formal  concession.  Usually,  proceedings  for 
a  grant  of  land  under  the  colonization  laws  were  begun  by 
presenting  a  petition  to  the  governor,  who  referred  the  pe- 
tition to  some  of  the  local  authorities  for  information.  Some- 
times, however,  when  the  lands  were  situated  and  the  parties 
lived  at  a  great  distance  from  the  seat  of  government,*  the 
preliminary  proceedings  were  begun  before  a  prefect,  who 
made  the  usual  reference  for  report,  received  the  same,  and 
then  transmitted  all  the  papers  to  the  governor  for  his  action. 
That  was  the  course  pursued  in  this  case,  and  was  in  strict 
conformity  to  the  following  decree,  the  original  of  which 
was  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  surveyor-general  of  the  United 
States  at  San  Francisco : 

"Juan  Baatista  Alvarado,  governor,  ad  interimy  of  the  depart- 
ment of  the  California,  to  the  inhabitants  thereof:  Know  ye, 
That  it  being  important  that  the  public  business  of  the  depart^ 
ment  may  be  promptly  dispatched,  I  have  thought  proper  to 
decree  as  follows : 

**  1st.  All  tboee  who  make  petitions  in  relation  to  lands,  or  others  of  this 
nature,  will  direct  the  same  to  tbe  prefects  of  the  respective  districts,  who 
will  make  reports  on  said  petitions. 

**  2d.  These  ezpedientes  shall  be  directed  to  the  Secretary  of  State  by  the 
prefects.  And  that  this  may  reach  the  notice  of  all,  I  order  that  this  be 
published  as  a  decree,  and  circulated  in  all  the  places  of  the  department. 

"  Given  in  Monterey,  at  the  governor's  house,  on  the  7th  of 

Karcb,  1839. 

"J.  B.  Alvarado. 

<<  Manuel  Jimeno, 

••Seoretaiy." 


*  Monterey,  the  seat  of  government,  was  over  four  hundred  miles  f^om 
Los  Angeles. 
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"Office  of  the  Sscbetabt  of  State. 

'*  His  Excellency,  the  governor,  has  ordered  me  to  inform  your 
honor,  that  at  this  date,  there  was  issued  to  the  subordinate  au- 
thorities of  the  district  under  the  charge  of  your  honor,  copies 
of  the  orders  referred  to ;  one  of  them  being  in  relation  to  the 
division  of  the  department  into  districts,  in  accordance  with  the 
resolution  of  the  most  excellent  departmental  junta;  and  others, 
that  petitions  for  lands,  and  others  of  this  class,  shall  be  directed 
to  the  corresponding  prefecturas;  communicating  them  sepa- 
rately, and  at  the  same  rate^  to  the  subaltern  authorities,  which, 
in  the  future,  shall  be  attended  to  directly  by  the  officers  referred 
to  in  the  decree  regulating  the  affairs  of  the  department,  of  the 
date  of  March,  1837.    God  and  Liberty. 

"  Manuel  Jimeno. 

<'To  the  Prefect  of  the  First  District,  Don  Jos4  Castro. 
*«MoNTsaBT,  March  11, 1889." 

The  governor,  when  he  received  the  petition  of  the  widow 
and  the  report  of  the  prefect,  was  uncertain  whether  or  not 
the  land  solicited  was  included  within  the  limits  of  the 
town-lands  or  ejidos  of  Los  Angeles;  and  for  this  reason  he 
issued  his  decree  in  the  form  he  did,  that  this,  as  well  as 
all  other  places  ceded  for  ranches  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  second  district,  should  remain  as  provisional  grants  until 
the  ejidos  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  should  be  regulated. 
The  records  showed  that  the  city  had  made  numerous  grants 
ill  the  form  of  the  one  issued  to  Rocha  and  Dominguez  on 
the  8th  of  April,  1828.  The  ejidos  of  Los  Angeles  were  not 
marked  out  under  the  Mexican  authorities,  nor  were  they 
in  fact  ever  defined,  until  surveyed  by  the  surveyor-general 
of  the  United  States,  under  the  decree  confirming  four  square 
leagues  of  land  to  the  city. 

The  claimants  relied,  for  confirmation  of  their  claims  be- 
fore the  board  of  land  commissioners,  upon  the  grant  issued 
by  the  ayuntamiento  (town  council)  of  Los  Angeles,  and  the 
long-continued  possession  of  the  grantees  or  their  legal  rep- 
resentatives thereunder,  which  was  from  the  date  of  the 
grant.  The  commissioners  rejected  the  claim  solely  on  the 
ground  of  the  want  of  a  sufficient  description  of  the  tract. 
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The  board  expressed  no  doubt  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the 
papers  or  the  effect  of  them  in  the  conveyance  of  a  right  to 
the  tract  The  decision  was  made  in  March,  1855.  The 
parties  appealed  to  the  District  Court,  where  an  issue  was 
made  up  in  January,  1858,  and  in  August,  1860,  the  appeal 
was  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution. 

In  February,  1861,  a  notice  was  given  to  the  United  States 
attorney  of  a  motion  to  the  court  for  a  bill  of  review  on 
newly  discovered  evidence,  which  was  heard  and  granted  in 
October,  1862.  The  newly  discovered  evidence  was  found 
among  the  Spanish  or  Mexican  archives  of  the  executive  de- 
partment, in  the  surveyor-general's  office  of  California,  where 
they  were  kept,  according  to  law,  upon  a  diligent  search  in 
September,  1860.  Search  had  previously  been  made,  but 
failed,  as  there  was  no  indices  to  the  volumes  of  these  records. 
These  documents  consisted  of  the  petition  of  the  widow  to 
the  prefect,  and  the  proceedings  thereon,  including  the  de- 
cree of  the  governor,  which  are  set  forth  above. 

On  the  4th  October,  1862,  leave  to  file  the  bill  of  review 
was  granted.  It  was  subsequently  filed,  and  an  answer 
put  in  to  the  same,  and  leave  granted  to  take  further  testi- 
mony. Four  witnesses  were  examined  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant,  in  addition  to  those  examined  before  the  commis- 
sioners ;  and,  on  8th  of  December,  1864,  the  decree  of  dis- 
missal was  set  aside,  and  the  decision  of  the  commissioners 
reversed,  and  the  claim  of  the  appellants  confirmed.  The 
testimony  produced  by  the  claimants  showed  that  their  an- 
cestor entered  into  possession  of  the  land  claimed  as  early 
as  April,  1828;  and  that  the  possession  by  the  claimants 
and  their  ancestors  had  been  continuous  and  uninterrupted 
from  that  time  to  the  present,  under  claim  of  title  from  the 
government 

Messrs.  Brent  and  WUlSjfor  the  United  Stales;  Mr.  C  Cbfc, 
cmira. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
Several  objections  are  taken  to  the  decree  of  the  court  be- 
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low.  The  first  is,  that  this  court  had  no  power  to  grant  the 
relief  prayed  for  by  a  bill  or  petition  of  review.  As  we 
have  seen,  the  cause  was  dismissed  the  8th  of  August,  I860, 
for  want  of  prosecution;  and,  on  the  22d  of  February,  1861, 
some  five  mouths  afterwards,  notice  was  given  for  leave  to 
file  this  petition,  which  was  granted  on  the  4th  of  October, 
1862,  at  a  special  term  of  the  court,  sitting  at  Los  Angeles. 
There  was  no  great  delay,  therefore,  in  making  the  applica- 
tion for  relief,  founded  on  the  newlv  discovered  evidence. 
The  ninth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3d,  1851,*  for  the  set- 
tlement of  California  land  claims,  provides  that  the  claimant, 
if  he  fails  before  the  com  mission  ere,  may  present  a  petition 
to  the  United  States  District  Court  praying  the  court  to  re- 
view the  decision ;  and  the  tenth  section,  that  the  court  shall 
proceed  to  render  judgment  upon  the  pleadings  and  evidence 
in  the  case,  before  the  commissioners,  and,  upon  such  fur- 
ther evidence  as  may  be  taken  by  order  of  the  court;  the 
eleventh  section,  that  the  District  Courts,  and  the  Supreme 
Court  on  appeal,  shall,  "  in  deciding  on  the  validity  of  any 
claim  brought  before  them  under  the  provisions  of  the  act, 
be  governed  by  the  treaty  of  Guadaloupe  Hidalgo,  the  law 
of  nations,  the  laws,  usages,  and  customs  of  the  government 
from  which  the  claim  is  derived,  the  principles  of  equity, 
and  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
so  far  as  they  are  applicable." 

This  provision,  doubtless,  refers  to  the  rules  to  be  observed 
by  the  courts  in  passing  upon  the  merits  of  the  claimant's 
right  or  title  to  the  land ;  but  no  one  can  avoid  seeing,  that 
the  liberal  and  equitable  principles  thus  enjoined  as  a  duty 
in  the  decision  of  the  cases,  cannot  be  fully  or  fairly  carried 
out,  without  giving  to  them  a  reasonable  application  and 
effect  in  conducting  the  proceedings  before  the  courts  as 
well  as  in  passing  upon  the  merits.  And,  regarding  these 
principles  in  this  light,  we  cannot  agree  that  the  court  pos- 
sessed no  power  to  open  the  case  for  the  purpose  of  hearing 
the  newly  discovered  evidence.    It  is  not  important  what 

*  9  Stat  at  Large,  681. 
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the  proceedings  are  called,  petition  of  review,  or  motion  to 
set  aside  the  decree  dismissing  the  case  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  letting  in  the  new  evidence.  There 
liad  been  no  decree  on  the  merits.  The  confusion  and  dis- 
order that  existed,  in  respect  to  the  Spanish  and  Mexican 
archives  at  the  close  of  the  war,  when  the  Mexican  authori- 
ties  hastily  left  the  country,  has  been  shown  in  several  cases 
before  this  court;  and  some  indulgence  is  due  to  an  honest 
claimant  as  to  the  order  and  time  in  which  to  produce  his 
evidence. 

The  next  question,  and  the  only  remaining  one,  that  it  is 
material  to  notice,  is  whether  the  case  presented  to  the  court 
below  justified  the  confirmation  of  the  claim. 

Antonio  Jos^  Bocha  and  his  legal  representatives  had  been 
in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  the  land  in  question, 
claiming  title  to  the  same,  for  a  period  of  twenty-four  years, 
when,  in  1852,  the  petition  was  presented  to  the  commis- 
sioners for  confirmation.  The  representatives  have  since 
been  in  the  possession  and  occupation,  and  in  continued  liti- 
gation to  defend  their  rights,  for  the  period  of  eighteen 
years,  making  an  uninterrupted  possession  of  forty-two 
years.  The  present  appellees  are  the  children  and  grand- 
children of  the  original  occupant  of  the  tract  as  early  as 
1828.  He  was  then  a  blacksmith  by  trade,  and  one  of  the 
most  respectable  and  substantial  settlers  in  the  pueblo  of 
Los  Angeles.  The  first  claim  of  title  under  which  he  took 
possession  was  a  grant  of  the  president  of  the  ayuntamiento 
of  this  pueblo,  dated  April  8th,  1828.  The  document  is  in 
the  usual  form  by  which  grants  were  made  of  pueblo  lands. 
Carillo,  the  president,  still  living  in  Los  Angeles,  was  exam- 
ined before  the  commissioners,  and  verified  the  document  as 
original  and  signed  by  him.  The  rancho  La  Brea  was  then, 
and  long  afterwards,  supposed  to  belong  to  the  pueblo,  and, 
if  so,  the  council  of  the  city  had  the  right  to  dispose  of  it. 
This  right  is  recognized  in  the  act  of  1851  for  settling  these 
titles.  Section  fourteen  enacts  "  that  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  not  extend  to  any  town-lot,  farm-lot,  or  pasture-lot 
held  under  a  grant  from  any  corporation  or  town  to  which 
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lands  may  have  been  granted  for  the  establishment  of  a  town 
by  the  Spanish  or  Mexican  governments."  The  section  then 
provides  that  the  claim  for  land  embraced  within  the  limits 
of  the  town  may  be  presented  to  the  commissioners  by  the 
corporate  authorities.    • 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  it  was  the  general  un- 
derstanding and  belief  of  the  authorities  of  the  city  of  Los 
Angeles,  at  the  time,  that  the  Rancho  La  Brea  was  situated 
within  the  limits  of  the  city,  and  which  was  founded  on  an 
idea,  which  was  prevalent,  that  a  pueblo,  according  to  Mexi- 
can laws,  was  entitled  from  the  government  to  sixteen  square 
leagues,  whereas  it  was  ultimately  determined  that  it  was 
entitled  only  to  four,  which  left  this  ranch  outside  of  the  city 
limits.  But  this  was  not  settled  till  after  the  cession  to  this 
government.  The  city  of  Los  Angeles  presented  their  pe- 
tition before  the  commissioners  for  the  confirmation  of  six- 
teen square  leagues.     Four  only  were  confirmed. 

Then,  as  to  the  second  claim,  founded  on  this  newly  dis- 
covered evidence.  This  is  obtained  from  Governor  Alvarado, 
in  the  year  1840.  It  is  true  that  the  formal  papers  were 
before  Tiburcio  Tapia,  the  prefect  of  the  district,  but  author- 
ity had  been  conferred  upon  him  by  the  governor.  The 
authority  was  issued  March  7th,  1839.  It  states,  1st,  that 
persons  presenting  petitions  for  land  shall  direct  the  same 
to  the  prefects  of  the  district,  who  will  make  report  on  them; 
2d,  these  expedientes  shall  be  directed  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  State  by  the  prefects. 

The  reason  assigned  was  for  the  convenience  of  the  people^ 
most  of  whom  resided  at  great  distances  from  Monterey,  the 
residence  of  the  governor.  The  city  of  Los  Angeles  was  over 
four  hundred  miles  distant.  The  papers  in  the  case  conform 
strictly  to  this  regulation.  Objection  is  made  that  there  was 
no  proof  of  the  signatures  of  the  ofiicials  to  the  expediente; 
but  the  answer  is,  that  no  objection  was  made  to  it  upon 
this  ground  in  the  court  below;  nor,  indeed,  does  it  appear 
that  any  objection  was  made  to  it  as  it  respected  the  gen- 
uineness of  the  papers.  The  objection  seems  to  have  been 
founded  on  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrument  as  a  concession 
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of  any  title  to  the  premises.  The  prefect  had  expressed  his 
opinion  to  the  governor  that  there  was  no  objection  to  the 
grant  of  the  land  to  the  petitioner;  but  the  governor,  it 
woaid  seem,  being  uncertain  whether  or  not  the  tract  might 
not  lie  within  the  limits  of  the  town-lands,  or  ejidos  of  the 
city  of  Los  Angeles,  issued  his  decree  that  this  as  well  as 
other  neighboring  tracts  theretofore  ceded  for  ranchos  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  prefect  of  this  district,  should  remain 
as  provisional  grants  until  the  ejidos  of  the  city  should  be 
ascertained.  The  prefect  was  directed  to  mak&  this  com- 
munication to  the  petitioner,  which  he  did. 

We  think  it  clear,  that  the  fair  import  and  effect  of  this 
instrument,  reading  it  in  connection  with  the  petition  of  the 
widow,  that  she  and  her  children  should  take  the  titles  pro- 
visionally, that  is,  if  the  tract  fell  within  the  limits  of  the 
town-land,  when  they  were  ascertained,  it  should  be  inope- 
rative ;  but  if  outside  these  limits,  the  title  should  become 
absolute. 

The  petitioner  had  stated  in  her  petition  that  she  was  the 
widow  of  Antonio  Rocha;  that  the  tract  had  been  ceded  to 
her  husband,  in  1828,  provisionally;  that  it  was  about  two 
leagues  from  the  city  of  Los  Angeles ;  that  it  was  covered 
with  cattle  and  horses,  and  that  she  desired  it  for  the  sub- 
sistence of  her  numerous  family. 

The  ejidos  were  not  ascertained  during  the  existence  of 
the  Mexican  government,  as  the  disturbances  broke  out  soon 
after  this  grant,  which  resulted  in  the  war  with  this  country 
and  the  cession  of  the  lands.  Since  the  peace,  the  limits 
belonging  to  the  city  have  been  defined  under  the  direction 
of  the  surveyor-general  of  the  United  States,  and  the  prem- 
ises in  question  are  not  included  within  them.  If  this  had 
taken  place  under  the  former  government,  it  cannot,  we 
think,  be  doubted  but  that  under  the  Mexican  laws  and 
usages  this  title  would  have  become  perfect,  and  hence, 
under  the  treaty  and  act  of  Congress,  it  is  the  duty  of  this 
court  so  to  hold.  As  we  have  seen,  that  treaty  and  act  of 
Congress  make  it  our  duty  to  decide  these  cases  ^^  according 
to  the  law  of  nations,  the  laws,  usages,  and  customs  of  the 
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government  from  which  the  claim  is  derived,  the  principles 
of  equity,  and  the  decisions  of  this  court  as  far  as  applica- 
ble.'' Here  the  claimants  and  their  ancestors  have  been  in 
the  uninterrupted  possession  and  occupation  approaching 
the  period  of  half  a  century,  having  entered  first  under  a 
pueblo  grant,  which  at  the  time  was  supposed  to  be  in  pur- 
suance of  authority;  and,  second,  was  confirmed  by  a  pro- 
visional grant  from  the  Mexican  governor,  who  possessed 
full  authority,  which,  we  think,  fairly  enough  brings  the 
case  within  the  principles  governing  these  cases. 

Decbeb  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD,  with  whom  concurred  Mr.  Jus- 
tice DAVIS,  dissenting. 

I  dissent  from  the  opinion  and  decree  of  the  court  in  this 
case,  for  the  following  reasons : 

1.  Because  the  ayuutamiento  of  Los  Angeles  never  pos- 
sessed any  authority  to  make  such  a  grant,  and  it  follows 
of  course  that  the  document  purporting  to  be  signed  by 
the  alcalde  is  null  and  void.  Argument  upon  that  topic  is 
unnecessary,  as  the  claimants  admit  that  the  proposition  is 
correct. 

2.  Because  the  additional  documents  exhibited  by  the 
claimants  in  the  District  Court  show  conclusively,  not  only 
that  those  under  whom  the  appellees  claim  never  had  any 
grant  from  the  governor  under  the  colonization  laws,  but 
that  the  governor,  when  the  application  was  made  to  him 
for  that  purpose,  peremptorily  refused  to  make  the  grant; 
and  that  they  never  had  any  grant  or  concession  of  any  kind 
from  the  governor  of  the  department. 

8.  Because  possession  before  the  treaty,  of  the  public  lands 
held  by  the  former  government,  without  any  title,  is  not  suf- 
ficient evidence  to  warrant  a  confirmation  of  such  a  claim. 
Authorities  to  support  that  proposition  are  not  neccessary, 
as  they  are  very  numerous  in  the  decisions  of  this  court 
published  within  the  last  ten  years. 
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Thb  Suffolk  County. 

1.  Where  the  defence  in  a  libel  for  collision  is  that  the  injured  vessel  sud- 

denly, and  without  notice,  attempted  to  sheer  across  the  one  libelled,  at 
a  time  when  the  two  were  so  near  that  no  exertion  of  those  in  charge  of 
the  latter  could  prevent  the  collision,  the  fact  that  the  pilot  of  the  in- 
jured vessel  swears  that  he  had  not  changed  his  course  at  all,  while  the 
libel,  in  giving  an  account  of  the  matter,  has  said  that  the  vessel  was 
pursuing  the  course  of  the  channel,  which  gradually  rounded,  does  not 
make  out  the  case  of  the  libelled  vessel ;  there  being  no  proof  of  such  a 
sheer  as  she  set  up,  and  as  was  necessary  to  absolve  her. 

2.  It  is  not  fatal  to  the  libellant's  case  that  he  has  not  stated  quite  correctly 

the  place  of  the  collision,  unless  the  question  of  exact  place  is  material 
to  the  question  of  who  was  in  fault. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York;  the  case  being  thus : 

The  owners  of  the  tugboat  Joseph  Baker  filed  a  libel  in 
the  District  Court  at  New  York  against  the  steam  ferryboat 
Suffolk  County,  for  a  collision  which  had  occurred  in  the 
East  River,  between  New  York  and  Brooklyn,  and  in  which 
the  tugboat  was  injured. 

The  tug  was  a  small  boat  of  about  seventy  tons  burden. 
The  ferryboat  was  a  large  steamboat,  capable  of  carrying  a 
thousand  passengers,  and  a  much  faster  sailer  than  the  tug. 
They  were  going  in  the  same  general  direction  up  the  East 
River,  about  two  hundred  feet  from  the  New  York  shore, 
the  tug  ahead  and  the  ferryboat  astern,  as  they  passed  Jack- 
son Street.  Somewhat  higher  up,  the  ferryboat  endeavoring 
to  pass  between  the  tug  and  the  shore,  the  collision  took 
place.  There  was  no  signal  by  whistle  or  otherwise  given 
by  the  ferryboat  to  warn  the  tug  of  the  danger,  and  the  pilot 
of  the  tug  seemed  to  have  had  no  apprehension  of  danger 
until  the  other  vessel  was  within  two  or  three  feet  of  his 
boat.  There  was  room  enough  for  the  ferryboat  to  have 
passed  outside  or  inside,  and  as  she  was  behind  the  other, 
and  could  easily  have  kept  out  of  the  way,  the  ferryboat, 
unless  the  collision  could  be  clearly  traced  to  some  fault  on 
the  part  of  those  in  charge  of  the  tug,  was  obviously  to  be 
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held  responsible.  Such  a  fault  was  alleged  in  the  answer 
of  claimants,  in  this,  to  wit,  that  the  tug  attempted  suddenly 
and  without  notice  to  sheer  across  the  course  of  the  ferry- 
boat at  a  time  when  they  were  so  near  each  other  that  no 
exertion  of  those  in  charge  of  the  ferryboat  could  prevent 
the  collision.  The  pilot  of  the  ferryboat  swore  positively 
that  such  a  sheer  had  been  made.  The  pilot  of  the  tug 
swore  as  positively  that  she  had  not  changed  her  course  at  all 
for  some  time,  and  that  the  courses  of  the  two  vessels  were  the 
same.  The  truth  seemed  to  be  about  as  stated  by  the  pilot 
of  another  ferryboat,  who  stopped  his  vessel  to  look  at  the 
two  which  came  into  collision,  because  they  were  so  near 
that  he  expected  it.  He  said  that  they  were  going  in  one 
direction,  and  that  both  were  slightly  curving  towards  the 
New  York  shore,  and  the  tug  a  little  more  on  the  turn  than 
the  other  boat. 

The  allegation  of  the  libel  itself  was,  **  that  after  passing 
the  foot  of  Jackson  Street,  the  chantiel  rounds  a  little  towards 
the  north,  and  that  the  tug,  pursuing  the  regular  channel, 
qrridually  rounded  with  ity  so  that  she  was  steering^  at  the  time  of 
the  collision^  upon  a  course  not  precisely  parallel  wUh  that  of  the 
ferryboat^  but  at  a  slight  angle  therewith.^' 

The  production  of  a  map  of  the  East  River,  and  the  testi- 
mony as  to  the  wharves  which  were  opposite  to  the  place 
of  collision  seemed  to  show  that  the  vessels  had  not  fully 
arrived  at  the  place  where  the  curve  in  the  channel  required 
a  change  of  course. 

The  District  Court  decreed  in  favor  of  the  libellant,  and 
the  Circuit  Court  affirmed  the  decree.  The  case  was  now 
here  for  review. 

Mr*  Donohue^for  the  appellants^  having  endeavored  to  show 
that  the  pilot  of  the  ferryboat  had  stated  the  real  facts,  and 
that  the  cause  of  the  collision  was  a  rank  and  unnecessary 
sheer  by  the  tug,  next  argued  the  matter  somewhat  inde- 
pendently of  that  testimony. 

Having  remarked  that  the  case  was  to  be  heard  upon  the 
issue  raised  by  the  pleadings;  that  the  parties  come  into 
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court  prepared  to  meet  the  issues  raised,  and  to  make  the 
proof  necessary  to  meet  the  case,  as  made  in  the  pleadings, 
and  that  any  other  rule  would  be  to  simply  make  pleadings 
a  snare  to  the  parties,  and  render  them  worse  than  useless, 
he  argued  two  propositions : 

1st.  That  the  pilot,  in  swearing  that  he  was  pursuing  a 
direct  course,  in  which  he  had  made  no  change  for  some 
time  previous  to  the  collision,  contradicted  the  libel ;  that 
his  testimony  could  not  be  received  to  do  this;  and  that  the 
libel,  which  alleged  that  a  change  of  cfmrse  had  been  made^  was 
to  be  held  to  be  true ;  that  the  testimony  of  the  libellant's 
pilot  being  thus  false,  and  the  allegation  of  the  libel  stating 
a  change  which  would  to  some  extent  bring  the  tug  across 
the  course  of  the  ferryboat,  the  evidence  of  the  pilot  of  that 
boat,  thus  far  corroborated  by  the  libel,  must  be  taken  as 
true,  when  he  swears  that  the  tug  made  a  sudden  and  unex- 
pected sheer  across  his  course,  which  rendered  the  collision 
unavoidable. 

2d.  That  the  evidence  of  witnesses  compared  with  authen- 
tic maps  showing,  as  it  did,  that  the  collision  occurred  before 
the  boats  had  got  to  the  place  alleged  in  the  libel,  there  was 
a  variance  between  the  proofs  and  allegation ;  that  the  plead- 
ings were  for  a  collision  after  the  Baker  had  taken  a  sheer, 
while,  in  fact,  the  case  showed  that  she  had  not  arrived  at 
the  rounding  point.  The  pleadings  admitting  such  a  round- 
ing or  sheer,  and  the  evidence  showing  no  necessity  for  it, 
the  defence  was  made  out.  The  evidence  failed  to  show  ne- 
cessity for  what  the  Baker  did,  and  her  case  failed. 

Mr.  Carter^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  defence  is  that  the  tug  attempted  suddenly,  and  with- 
out notice,  to  sheer  across  the  course  of  the  ferryboat,  when 
they  were  so  near  that  no  effort  of  the  persons  in  charge  of 
the  ferryboat  could  prevent  the  collision.  But  we  do  not 
think  that  the  defence  is  made  out  by  the  evidence.  We 
cannot  go  minutely  into  all  the  testimony  on  this  point.    It 
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is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  think  that  the  fair  result  of  it  does 
not  relieve  the  ferryboat  from  responsibility. 

The  counsel  for  appellants  has  made  a  very  ingenious  ar- 
gument in  favor  of  two  propositions  growing  out  of  the  alle- 
gation of  the  libel  in  regard  to  the  manner  and  the  place  of 
the  collision. 

But  as  respects  the  first  one,  conceding  that  the  pilot  of 
the  tug,  in  his  desire  to  make  clear  his  freedom  from  all 
blame,  did  not  state  the  course  of  the  vessel  with  accuracy, 
the  statement  of  the  other  pilot  is  liable  to  the  same  suspi- 
cious influence,  and  is  equally  at  variance  with  the  allega- 
tion of  the  libel,  and  with  all  the  other  testimony  in  the 
case.  The  libel  does  not  state  a  rank  or  sudden  sheer,  or 
any  change  of  course  which  would  bring  the  tug  across  the 
bow  of  the  other  vessel.  It  says  she  was  gradually  round- 
ing with  the  channel,  which  brought  her  on  a  course  not 
precisely  parallel  with  that  of  the  ferryboat,  but  at  a  slight 
angle  therewith.  And  as  we  have  already  stated,  the  weight 
of  the  testimony  supports  this  allegation,  so  far  as  the  rela- 
tive course  of  the  two  vessels,  and  any  change  in  that  course 
is  in  question. 

The  other  proposition  is,  that  on  the  production  of  a  map 
of  the  locality  of  the  accident,  including  the  channel  of  the 
East  River,  it  is  shown  conclusively  that  the  collision  oc- 
curred before  the  vessels  reached  the  point  where  this  curve 
in  the  channel  required  a  change  in  the  course  of  the  boats. 
And  it  is  maintained  that  as  the  testimony  shows  that  the 
collision  did  not  occur  at  the  place  alleged,  the  whole  case 
of  libellants  must  fail ;  that  it  was  so  material  to  their  case 
to  show  that  the  reason  for  the  gradual  curve  of  the  boat 
was  the  change  in  the  course  of  the  channel,  that  if  there 
was  no  such  change  in  the  channel  before  the  collision,  the 
change  in  the  course  of  the  vessel  was  without  excuse,  and 
was  the  cause  of  the  collision. 

It  surely  cannot  be  necessary  to  say  that  the  Ifbellant  is 
not  bound,  at  the  hazard  of  losing  his  case,  to  state  with  per- 
fect accuracy,  within  two  or  three  hundred  feet,  the  point 
of  the  collision  or  curve  of  the  channel,  except  so  far  as  they 
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msLj  be  material  to  the  question  of  who  was  in  fault.  Now 
the  case  here  requires  of  the  claimants  to  show  that  by  a 
sudden  and  unexpected  change  in  the  course  of  the  tugboat 
she  was  brought  so  directly  across  the  course  of  the  ferry- 
boat that  the  latter  could  not  avoid  the  collision.  The  rela- 
tive positions  of  the  boats  to  each  other  and  their  relative 
courses  were  correctly  stated  in  the  libel,  and  such  change 
in  the  course  of  the  tugboat  as  was  made,  was  correctly 
stated.  We  cannot  see  that  it  was  material  whether  this 
slight  and  gradual  change  was  made  a  little  before  arriving 
at  the  corresponding  curve  in  the  channel  or  not,  nor  whe- 
ther the  collision  occurred  at  that  precise  point  of  the  river 
or  a  little  before  it  was  reached. 

We  concur  with  the  decree  rendered  in  favor  of  libellants, 
both  by  the  District  Court  and  the  Circuit  Court,  and  it  is 

accordingly 

Affirmed. 


Green  v.  United  States. 

The  act  of  July  2d,  1S64,  which  enacts  that  in  courts  of  the  United  States, 
there  shaU  be  no  exclusion  of  anv  witness  in  civil  actions,  <*  because  he 
is  a  party  to  or  interested  in  the  issue  tried  ;*'  and  the  amendatory  act 
of  March  8d,  1866,  making  certain  exceptions  to  the  rule,  apply  to  civil 
actions  in  which  the  United  States  are  a  party  as  well  as  to  those  be- 
tween private  parties. 

In  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Ohio. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  by  the  United  States 
against  one  Green,  and  the  sureties  on  his  official  bond,  as 
agent  for  paying  pensions  at  Cincinnati.  Seven  sureties 
were  named  in  the  bond,  all  of  whom  executed  it.  The  de- 
fendants charged  as  sureties,  besides  filing  a  joint  plea  of  non 
est  factum^  each  filed  separate  special  pleas,  first,  to  the  efiect 
that  they  signed  the  writing  whilst  the  same  was  in  blank,  as 
to  the  names  of  the  obligors,  at  the  request  of  the  principal, 
Oreen,  upon  the  assurance  and  agreentent  that  it  should  also 
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be  signed  and  sealed  by  other  parties  (named  in  the  plea), 
joint  obligors  with  the  defendants,  and  should  not  be  deliv- 
ered as  a  bond  until  signed  and  sealed  by  said  persons;  that 
those  other  persons  never  did  sign  the  same ;  and  that  the 
defendants  never  would  have  executed  the  bond  except  upon 
the  condition  that  they  should  sign  it.  A  second  plea  averred 
that  the  bond  was  signed  whilst  it  was  in  blank,  as  to  the 
names  of  the  obligors,  on  the  conditions  above-named,  and 
being  thus  signed  was  left  with  Green  as  an  escrow,  to  be 
by  him  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  in  case  it  should  be  executed 
by  the  other  persons  named,  and  not  otherwise;  but  that 
those  other  persons  never  did  sign  the  bond,  and  it  never 
was  delivered  as  a  valid  bond  of  the  defendants,  and  thereby 
became  wholly  annulled  and  vacated. 

To  these  special  pleas  the  plaintiff  demurred,  but  the  de- 
murrers were  overruled,  to  which  overruling  the  district 
attorney  excepted,  and  the  exception  was  entered  of  record ; 
and  thereupon  replications  were  filed  and  issue  joined  on  the 
pleas.  The  replications  denied  that  the  bonds  were  signed 
in  blank  as  pleaded;  denied  any  legal  subsisting  agreement 
whereby  Green  was  to  obtain  the  signatures  of  the  persons 
named  in  the  pleas;  and  averred  that  the  defendants  deliv- 
ered the  bond  without  giving  the  plaintiffs  any  notice  that 
it  was  imperfect,  but  on  the  contrary  delivered  it  as  a  full 
and  complete  obligation. 

Upon  these  issues  the  parties  went  to  trial,  and  a  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  of  several  thousand  dollars.  On 
the  trial  the  defendants  offered  one  or  more  of  their  number 
to  prove  the  facts  set  up  in  their  special  pleas;  but  the  court 
rejected  the  witnesses,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  parties 
defendant  to  the  action,  and,  the  government  being  plaintiff, 
could  not  testify.  To  this  ruling  a  bill  of  exceptions  was 
taken,  and  a  writ  of  error  brought  to  this  court. 

By  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  Congress,  passed  July 
2d,  1864,»  it  is  provided  that : 

<*  In  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  there  shall  be  no  cxclu- 

•  18  But  at  Large,  851. 
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8ioD  of  any  witness  on  account  of  color,  nor,  in  civil  actions,  be- 
cause he  is  a  party  to,  or  interested  in,  the  issue  tried." 

This  section  was  amended  by  an  act  passed  March  3d, 
1866,*  by  the  addition  of  the  following  proviso : 

"  Provided,  that  in  actions  by  or  against  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  guardians,  in  which  judgment  may  be  rendered  for 
or  against  them,  neither  party  shall  be  allowed  to  testify  against 
the  other  as  to  any  transaction  with,  or  statement  by,  the  tes- 
tator, intestate,  or  ward,  unless  called  to  testify  thereto  by  the 
opposite  party,  or  required  to  testify  thereto  by  the  court.' 


}» 


The  trial  in  this  case  took  place  in  June,  1866,  after  the 
passage  of  the  above  acts. 

Mr.  FoXy  for  the  plaintiff  in  error ^  citing  Attomey-Oeneral  v. 
Jiadloffyif  contended  that  the  evidence  had  been  improperly 
rejected;  that  the  government  was  as  much  bound  by  the 
language  of  a  statute,  regulating  the  admission  of  evidence 
in  civil  suits  where  it  was  a  party,  as  were  individuals;  and 
that  the  statutes  themselves  not  having  excepted  it,  this 
court  could  not  do  so. 

Mr.  Hoar  J  Attorney- General^  and  Mr.  W.  A.  Fields  Assist- 
ant  Attorney- General^  submitted,  contra,  that  the  statutes  were 
meant  to  give  both  parties  an  equal  standing  in  court  in  re- 
spect to  evidence;  that  the  United  States  not  being  able  to 
testify,  a  party  opposed  to  them  should  not  be  allowed  to  do 
80  either;  and  that  independently  of  this,  it  was  a  rule  of 
construction  that  "  the  king  is  not  bound  by  any  act  of  Par- 
liament, unless  he  be  named  therein  by  special  and  particu- 
lar words.  "J 

Mr.  Justice  BRADLEY  having  stated  the  case,  as  already 
given,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

We  see  no  reason  why  these  acts  should  not  be  applied  to 
trials  in  whic^h  the  United  States  are  a  party,  as  well  as  those 

*  18  Stat,  at  Large,  588.  f  10  Exchequer,  84. 

I  Sec  Jones  v.  United  States,  1  Nott  &  Huntingdon,  884. 
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between  private  persons.  The  express  exception  of  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  guardians  would  seem,  by  necessary 
inference,  to  leave  all  other  suitors  under  the  operation  of 
the  law.  It  is  urged  that  the  government  is  not  bound  by  a 
law  unless  expressly  named.  We  do  not  see  why  this  rule  of 
construction  should  apply  to  acts  of  legislation  which  lay 
down  general  rules  ot  procedure  in  civil  actions.  The  very 
fact  that  it  is  confined  to  civil  actions  would  seem  to  show 
that  Congress  intended  it  to  apply  to  actions  in  which  the 
government  is  a  party,  as  well  as  those  between  private  per- 
sons. For  the  United  States  is  a  necessary  party  in  all  crimi- 
nal actions,  which  are  excluded  ex  vi  termini;  and  if  it  had 
been  the  intent  to  exclude  all  other  actions  in  which  the 
government  is  a  party,  it  would  have  been  more  natural  and 
more  accurate  to  have  expressly  confined  the  law  to  actions 
in  which  the  government  is  not  a  party,  instead  of  confining 
it  to  civil  actions.  It  would  then  have  corresponded  pre- 
cisely with  such  intent.  Expressed  as  it  is,  the  intent  seems 
to  embrace,  instead  of  excluding,  civil  actions  in  which  the 
government  is  a  party.  Nothing  adverse  to  this  view  can 
be  gathered  from  the  exceptions  made  in  the  amendment 
passed  in  1865.  These  exceptions  only  relate  to  evidence 
of  transactions  with,  or  statements  by,  a  deceased  party  (who 
cannot  testify),  or  by  a  party  under  guardianship.  In  this 
case  no  transactions  with,  or  statements  of,  the  agents  of  the 
United  States  were  attempted  to  be  proved  by  the  defend- 
ants who  were  called  as  witnesses; — nothing  but  conversa- 
tions between  the  defendants  themselves.  We  think  the 
witnesses  were  competent  under  the  act,  and  that  the  court 
erred  in  rejecting  them. 

For  this  reason  the  judgment  must  be  reversed  and  a 
new  trial  awarded. 

The  court,  however,  deem  it  proper  to  say  that  they  have 
grave  doubts  whether  the  facts  set  up  in  the  special  pleas, 
and  ofiered  to  be  proved  by  the  witnesses,  constitute  a  valid 
defence  to  the  action.  But  as  this  point  was  not  discussed  by 
counsel,  we  refrain  from  expressing  any  opinion  upon  it 
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Downham  v.  Alexandria. 

1.  The  act  of  the  Virginia  legislature  of  February  27th,  1867,  by  which  it 

was  enacted  that  appeals  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State 
from  the  State  District  Courts  should  not  be  allowed  when  these  lust 
fully  affirmed  the  judgments  of  the  County  Courts,  unless  the  matter  in 
controversy  exceeded  S1000»  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  provision  in  the 
Constitution  of  1864,  which  excluded  appeals  from  the  said  District 
Courts  to  the  Supreme  Court,  except  in  certain  cases  specified,  unfess 
the  matter  in  controversy  amounted  to  $500. 

2.  Whore  the  State  court  in  which  a  judgment  in  a  suit  is  given  is  the 

highest  court  of  law  or  equity  in  the  State  in  which  a  decision  in  that 
suit  can  be  had,  u  right  of  review  exists  here  under  the  25th  section  of 
the  Judiciary  Act  (if  the  case  be  otherwise  one  for  review  here  under 
that  section),  although  that  court  may  not  be  actually  the  highest  court 
of  law  or  equity  in  the  State. 

On  motion  to  dismiss.     The  case  was  this : 

The  city  of  Alexandria,  in  Virginia,  on  a  suit  brought  by 
it,  in  one  of  the  county  courts  of  the  State,  against  a  certain 
Downham,  a  dealer  in  liquors,  had  obtained  a  judgment  for 
two  hundred  dollars ;  the  amount  of  a  tax  imposed  by  the 
city  on  dealers  of  his  class.  Downham  took  the  case  by 
appeal  to  the  Fourth  Judicial  District  Court  of  the  State, 
in  which  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  was  "wholly 
nffirmed."  He  then  brought  the  case  from  that  court  di- 
rectly here,  conceiving  that  he  had  a  right  so  to  bring  it 
here,  under  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  which 
gives  a  writ  of  error  from  this  court  (in  a  certain  class  of 
eases  within  which  the  present  suit  was  assumed  to  come), 
when  a  judgment  has  been  given  in  the  highest  court  of  law 
or  equity  of  the  State  "  in  which  a  decision  in  the  suit  can 
be  had.'' 

There  was  confessedly  a  higher  court  of  law  and  equity 
in  the  State  than  the  court  last-named,  to  wit,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Appeals;  but  Downham  did  not  take  the  case  to  it; 
assuming  that  by  the  constitution  and  \S^8  of  Virginia  he 
could  not  properly  do  so;  and  that  being  thus  unable  to  take 
it  there,  he  had  a  right  to  come  directly  from  the  inferior 
court. 
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The  questions,  therefore,  were : 

1.  The  chief  one — whether  under  the  constitution  and 
laws  of  Virginia  he  was  correct  in  assuming  that  he  had  no 
right  to  go  to  a  higher  court  than  that  of  the  Fourth  Judicial 
District  ?     And  if  he  was  correct  in  this, 

2.  The  question — one  not  much  disputed — whether  he 
could  bring  the  case  here  from  it,  there  being  a  higher  court 
of  law  and  equity  in  the  State? 

At  the  time  when  the  writ  of  error  was  allowed  and  issued, 
and  service  of  citation  acknowledged,  the  constitution  in 
force  in  Virginia  was  that  of  1864.  That  constitution  ex- 
cluded from  the  appellate  jurisdiction,  in  civil  cases,  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Appeals,  all  suits  where  the  matter  in 
controversy,  exclusive  of  costs,  was  less  than  Jive  hundred 
dollars,  except  certain  specified  controversies,  among  which 
were  distinctly  mentioned  controversies  concerning  the  right 
of  a  corporation  to  levy  tolls  or  taxes.  The  case  before  the 
court  being  a  controversy  concerning  the  right  of  the  cor- 
poration of  Alexandria  to  impose  and  collect  a  tax  upon 
plaintiffs  in  error,  and,  therefore,  a  controversy  within  the 
very  terms  of  the  exception,  might  have  been  taken  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  if  nothing  else  had  interposed. 
An  act  of  the  legislature  of  Virginia,  however,  passed  Feb- 
ruary 27th,  1867,  provided  that  no  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court  should  be  allowed  in  any  case  from  a  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  wholly  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  where  the  matter  in  controversy  did  not  exceed 
one  thousand  dollars. 

Mr.  D,  L,  Smooij  in  support  of  the  motion  to  dismiss^  con- 
tended that  the  act  in  question  was  unconstitutional.  Messrs, 
6r.  W.  Brent  and  G.  W.  WattUs^  contra. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  act  of  Fet)ruary,  1867,  extends  the  limitation  upon 
appeals  to  all  cases  where  original  judgments  of  the  Circuit 
Court  are  fully  sustained  by  the  judgment  of  the  District 
Court,  and  where  the  amount  in  controversy  does  not  exceed 
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the  legislative  limit.  And  the  case  before  us,  though  not 
excluded  from  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  by  the  Constitution,  seems  to  be  excluded  by  this 
act.  The  only  question,  then,  is  whether  this  act  of  the 
legislature  is  in  conflict  with  the  constitution  of  the  State. 
And  we  perceive  no  conflict.  The  legislature,  then,  having 
thought  fit  to  make  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  in 
this  case  final  and  without  appeal,  that  court  is,  for  this  case, 
the  highest  court  in  which  the  decision  could  be  made;  and 
the  writ  of  error  is,  therefore,  warranted  by  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, and  regular.     Motion  to  dismiss  must  be 

Denied. 


United  States  v.  Adams. 

i 

1.  Certiorari^  being  a  writ  properly  used  to  bring  up  to  the  Court  of  Error, 

on  an  allegation  of  diminution,  outbranches  of  the  record,  or  other  doc- 
uments and  writings  in  the  court  below  which  have  not  been  previouisly 
certified  or  sent,  is  not  a  proper  thing  to  be  asked  for  where  it  is  desired 
to  have  the  Court  of  Claims  supply  certain  supposed  defects  in  its  eon- 
eltuions  deducible  from  the  evidence  before  it. 

2.  The  proper  method  of  obtaining  such  a  finding  is  an  order  of  this  court, 

on  motion  duly  made,  directed  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  requiring  it  to 
make  return  as  to  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  such  facts.  But  this 
court  cannot  give  the  Court  of  Claims  any  directions  as  to  what  finding 
it  shall  make,  or  how  it  shall  proceed  to  make  up  its  finding  on  the 
points  sought  to  have  certified. 

On  motion  for  certiorarL 

In  this  suit,  which  was  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Claims, 
that  court,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  adopted  by  this  court 
to  regulate  appeals  from  the  latter  court,  had  sent  up  a  find- 
ing of  the  facts  and  their  conclusions  of  law  on  the  said  facts, 
on  which  they  founded  their  decree. 

Mr.  Talboty  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  now  applied  for  a 
certiorari  to  require  the  said  court  to  certify  as  to  the  exist- 
ence or  proof  of  certain  other  facts  which  were  not  con- 
tained in  their  original  finding  and  return. 
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The  suit  had  been  brought  in  the  Court  of  Claims  by 
the  United  States  to  recover  certain  deductions  made  from 
vouchers  issued  to  them  by  quartermasters  at  St.  Louis, 
which  deductions  had  been  made  in  1861-2,  by  direction  of 
a  commission,  composed  of  the  Hon.  David  Davis,  Joseph 
Holt,  and  Hugh  Campbell,  after  an  examination  of  the  claims 
for  which  the  vouchere  were  issued.  Since  the  decision  in 
this  court  of  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Adams^*  it  had  be- 
come material  for  the  government,  in  cases  of  this  sort,  to 
show  the  fact  that  the  claimants  voluntarily  presented  their 
claims  to  the  said  commission.  This  fact,  though  proof  of  it 
was  alleged  to  have  been  offered  in  the  court  below,  was  not 
stated  in  the  finding  of  facts  sent  to  this  court,  probably  not 
having  been  deemed  iqaterial  at  the  time  the  finding  was 
made.  What  the  solicitor  for  the  United  States  now  par- 
ticularly desired  to  be  certified  was  : 

First.  Whether  or  not,  before  the  seizure  of  the  books 
and  papers  of  the  claimants,  as  found  by  the  said  court,  the 
claims  of  the  claimants  had  been  submitted  or  presented  to 
the  said  commission  by  the  said  claimants. 

Second.  Whether  or  not  the  said  claims  were  so  submitted 
or  presented  after  such  seizure. 

Third.  Whether  or  not  the  said  claimants  appeared  before 
the  said  commission  with  witnesses  to  support  their  said 
claims;  and,  if  they  did  so  appear,  Tvhether  or  not  it  was 
before  or  after  the  seizure  of  their  books  and  papers  by  the 
provost  guard  of  St.  Louis. 

And  he  further  asked  that  the  Court  of  Claims  might  be 
directed,  in  making  the  findings  of  facts  herein  called  for,  to 
use  and  regard  the  deposition  of  E.  W.  Fox,  one  of  the 
claimants,  as  an  admission  on  the  part  of  the  appellees. 

Mr.  Hughes  opposed  the  motion. 

Mr.  Justice  BRADLEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
Whilst  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  appellants  are  entitled 

*  7  Wallace,  468 ;  wpra^  566. 
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to  have  the  finding  made  complete  on  the  points  indicated 
by  the  interrogatories,  either  affirmatively  or  negatively,  we 
do  not  regard  a  certiorari  as  the  proper  mode  of  efifecting  the 
object.  This  writ  is  properly  used  to  bring  up  to  the  court 
of  error,  on  an  allegation  of  diminution,  outbrauches  of  the 
record,  or  other  documents  and  writings  in  the  court  below 
which  have  not  been  previously  certified  or  sent.  The  facta 
asked  for  in  this  case  are  not  documents  or  writings,  but  con- 
clusions to  be  deduced  from  the  evidence  before  the  Court 
of  Claims.  The  proper  method  of  obtaining  a  finding  in 
reference  to  these  alleged  facts  is  an  order  of  this  court,  to 
be  directed  to  the  court  below,  on  motion  duly  made,  re- 
quiring that  court  to  make  return  as  to  the  existence  or  non- 
existence of  such  facts.  Such  an  order  it  will  be  proper  to 
make,  for  the  same  reason  that  renders  a  certiorari  proper  on 
an  allegation  of  diminution  of  the  record.  But  we  cannot 
give  the  Court  of  Claims  any  directions  as  to  what  finding 
it  shall  make,  or  how  it  shall  proceed  to  make  up  its  finding 
on  the  points  in  question.  If  that  court  should  refuse,  with 
the  proper  evidence  before  it,  to  find  a  material  fact  desired 
by  either  of  the  parties,  the  proper  remedy  would  be  to  make 
a  request  that  such  finding  be  made,  and  to  except  in  case 
of  refusal.  Perhaps  an  additional  rule  on  the  subject  would 
make  the  rights  of  parties  and  the  duty  of  the  court  less 
ambiguous  than  they  now  are.  The  following  order  will  be 
made  in  the  case : 

Ordered:  That  the  record  in  this  case  be  remanded  to 
the  Court  of  Claims,  and  that  said  court  be  instructed  to 
find  and  certify  to  this  court,  as  matters  of  fact,  in  addition 
to  the  facts  found  and  certified  in  said  record — 

First.  Whether  or  not,  before  the  seizure  of  the  books 
and  papers  of  the  claimants,  as  found  by  the  said  court,  the 
claims  of  the  claimants  had  been  submitted  or  presented  by 
them  to  the  commission,  consisting  of  Hon.  David  Davis^ 
Joseph  Holt,  and  Hugh  Campbell,  referred  to  in  the  record. 

Second.  Whether  or  not  the  said  claims  were  so  submit- 
ted or  presented  after  such  seizure. 

Third.  Whether  or  not  the  said  claimants  appeared  before 
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the  said  commission  with  witnesses  to  support  their  said 

claims;  and,  if  they  did  so  appear,  whether  or  not  it  was 

before  or  after  the  seizure  of  their  books  and  papers  by  the 

provost  guard  of  St.  Louis. 

And  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  said  record,  with  the 

said  additional  findings  of  fact,  be  returned  to  this  court 

with 

All  gonveniisnt  speed. 


Hbrndon  v.  Howard. 

Where  an  appellant  in  this  coqrt  becomes  bankrupt  after  his  appeal  taken, 
his  assignee  in  bankruptcy  upon  the  production  of  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment of  the  register  in  bankruptcy,  duly  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the 
proper  court,  may,  on  motion,  be  substituted  as  appellant  in  the  case. 

In  this  case  Herndon  had  taken  an  appeal  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  the  Western  District  of  Texas;  and  after  doing 
so  had  become  bankrupt.  His  assignee  in  bankruptcy — one 
Masterson — now  moved  to  be  admitted  as  a  party  appellant 
in  the  cause  with  the  original  appellant,  Herndon. 

His  motion  was  supported  by  the  production  of  the  deed 
of  assignment  of  the  register  in  bankruptcy  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Texas, 
in  the  matter  of  his  bankruptcy  to  Masterson,  duly  attested 
by  the  clerk  of  the  court.  The  motion  was  founded  upon 
the  fourteenth  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Law,  which  provides 
that  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  may  prosecute  and  defend 
in  his  own  name  all  suits  at  law  and  in  equity  pending  at  the 
time  of  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  in  which  the  bank- 
rupt is  a  party,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like  effect 
as  they  might  have  been  prosecuted  or  defended  by  the  bank- 
rupt, and  which  makes  a  copy  of  the  register's  assignment, 
duly  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  proper  court,  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  right  of  the  assignee  to  sue. 
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The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Law  relied  on,  we  think, 
governs  the  present  case.  It  seems  to  require  that  Master- 
son,  the  assignee,  be  substituted  as  appellant  for  Herndon, 
the  bankrupt,  who  may  be  said  to  be  civiliter  moriuuSj  pre- 
cisely as  an  executor  or  administrator  would  be  made  party 
instead  of  an  appellant  actually  deceased;  and  an  order 
will  be 

MaDB   ACCORDINaLY. 


Thb  Quickstep* 

1.  Where  the  District  and  the  Circuit  Court  concur  in  their  view  of  facts  in 

a  collision  case  in  admiralty,  the  case  will  come  hefore  this  court  with 
every  presumption  in  favor  of  the  correctness  of  the  decision  appealed 
from. 

2.  The  fact  that  in  a  libel  for  collision  a  contract  of  towage  is  recited  in  the 

libel,  does  not  necessarily  convert  the  libel  into  a  proceeding  on  the  con- 
tract. Where  the  real  grievance  alleged  is  a  wrong  suffered  by  the 
libellant  in  the  destruction  of  his  boat,  by  the  carelessness  and  misman- 
agement of  the  boat  libelled,  the  reference  to  the  contract  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  made  by  way  of  inducement  to  the  real  grievance. 

8.  An  objection  of  a  too  general  allegation  of  injurj^  should  be  made  in  the 
court  below.  It  cannot  be  made  here  for  the  first  time  and  after  the 
case  has  been  heard  below. 

4.  In  admiralty,  an  omission  to  state  some  facts  which  prove  to  be  material 
but  which  cannot  have  occasioned  any  surprise  to  the  opposite  party, 
will  not  be  allowed  to  work  injury  to  the  libellant,  on  appeal,  if  the 
court  can  see  that  there  was  no  design  on  his  part  in  omitting  to  state 
them. 

6.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  vessel  which  undertakes  to  tow  other  boats,  to  see  that 
the  tow  is  properly  made  up  and  that  the  lines  are  strong  and  securely 
fastened. 

6.  A.  party  who  does  not  appeal,  can  he  heard  only  in  support  of  the  decree. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York  in  a  matter  of  collision ;  the  case,  as  assumed 
by  this  court  upon  the  evidence,  was  this : 

One  Byrne,  the  captain  and  owner  of  the  canal-boat  Citi- 
zen, laden  with  wheat,  contracted  with  the  captain  of  the 
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tug  Quickstep  to  tow  the  canal-boat  from  New  York  to  New 
Brunswick.  Byrne  did  not  know  how  many  boats  the  cap- 
Bridie      ^  tain  of  the  tug  would 

take.  The  tow,  how- 
ever, when  completed, 
consisted  of  six  boats, 
— ^two  abreast,  on  each 
side  of  the  tug,  and 
one  directly  in  the  rear 
of  each  of  the  two 
boats,  as  shown  in 
the  upper  part  of  the 
drawing.  The  Citizen 
was  on  the  port  side, 
and  nearest  the  tug, 
and  the  Wide  World 
was  in  the  same  posi- 
tion on  the  starboard 
side.  The  stern  of  the 
boats,  abreast  of  the 
tug,  were  about  even 
with  the  stern  of  the 
tug,  but  their  bows 
extended  further  than 
the  bow  of  the  tug,  and 
the  bows  of  the  Citi- 
zen and  Wide  World 
were  coupled  by  what 
is  called  a  "bridle 
line;''  the  line  having 
been  furnished  by  the 
towing  tug. 

This  fleet  proceeded 
on  their  voyage  with 
safety  until  they  ap- 
proached a  point  in 
the  harbor  of  New  York,  known  as  Robbins'  Beef  light- 
house, when  the  boat  in  the  rear  of  the  boats  on  the  port 
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side  of  the  tug  became  detached.  The  weather,  which  was 
fair  when  the  boat  set  off  from  New  York,  was  now  some- 
what rough,  with  a  certain  amount  of  wind.  The  tng  stopped 
as  soon  as  the  boat  broke  loose,  and  then  proceeded  to 
back.  In  backing  the  bridle-line  parted,  and  the  tug  got  into 
the  trough  of  the  sea,  and  collided  with  the  Citizen,  knock- 
ing two  holes  in  her  starboard  side  near  the  stern,  and  pro- 
ducing so  considerable  an  injury  that  she  ultimately  sunk; 
her  crew,  however,  not  perhaps  having  exerted  themselves 
as  perseveringly  as  they  might  have  done,  to  save  her.  The 
matter  is  exhibited  in  the  lower  part  of  the  diagram. 

In  the  course  of  the  difficulty  two  other  of  the  boats  got 
loose.  One  of  them  cast  anchor  and  was  saved  at  the  spot. 
The  other,  loaded  with  iron,  drifted  about  all  night  and  was 
picked  up  uninjured  on  the  next  morning. 

The  owner  of  the  Citizen  libelled  the  Quickstep  in  the 
District  Court  of  New  York. 

The  libel  alleged  "a  contract"  with  the  steam-tug  to  tow 
the  canal-boat  to  New  Brunswick  for  a  stipulated  price,  de- 
viation to  another  dock  before  setting  off,  unreasonable  delay 
in  the  performance  of  the  contract.  It  alleged  further,  that 
the  canal-boat  was  staunch,  &c.,  and  under  the  complete 
control  of  the  steam-tug;  that  when  near  the  light-house  on 
Robbins'  Reef,  the  boat  which  had  been  hitched  to  ^^the  boat 
of  the  libellant  by  some  means  became  detached,  that  there- 
upon the  steam-tug  attempted  to  pick  her  up,  and  to  that 
end  commenced  to  back  in  so  negligent  and  careless  a  man- 
ner as  to  endanger  the  safety  of  the  boat  of  your  libellant; 
that  the  libellant  protested  and  warned  the  master  or  those  in 
charge  of  said  steam-tug  that  by  so  doing  they  would  sink  his 
boat,  but  the  said  parties  paid  no  heed  to  his  protest  or  warn- 
ing, but  continued  to  back  said  steam-tug,  and  handled  and 
managed  the  same  in  such  a  careless  and  unseamanlike  man- 
ner tbat  the  same  said  steam-tug  struck  against  the  canal- 
boat  with  great  force  and  violence,  breaking  in  her  starboard 
side,  and  causing  her  to  fill  with  water  and  sink;  that  the 
libellant  did  all  in  his  power  to  prevent  the  said  loss;  that 
the  same  was  without  fault  on  his  part,  and  occurred  entirely 


668  The  Quickstep.  [Sup.  Ct 

Argument  for  the  appellant. 

through  the  carelessness  and  mismanagement  of  the  master 
and  mariners  on  board  of  the  steam-tug."  In  conclusion, 
the  libel  prayed  damages. 

The  answer  substantially  denied  these  allegations  and  set 
up  the  plea  of  inevitable  accident.  The  evidence  upon  the 
trial  was  quite  conflicting,  but  the  case,  as  above  given,  was 
the  case  which  this  court  considered  as  established  by  it. 

The  District  Court,  giving  no  opinion  and  finding  no  facts 
whatever,  held  that  the  libellant  and  claimant  were  both  in 
fault,  and  divided  the  damages.  On  appeal,  the  Circuit 
Court  gave  an  opinion  of  a  few  words,  in  which,  however, 
no  facts  were  found — and  affirmed  the  decree.  The  owners 
of  the  steam-tug  appealed. 

Mr.  Donohu€j  for  the  appellant : 

The  circumstance  that  the  decrees  in  both  courts  below 
were  against  us,  will  perhaps  be  relied  on  as  a  reason  why 
the  decree  here  should  be  against  us  also.  But  the  object  of 
an  admiralty  appeal  is  to  bring  up  the  facts  in  the  cause, 
and  to  have  a  rehearing  on  them;  and  while  the  court  may, 
from  time  to  time,  speak  of  not  reviewing  the  facts,  it  is 
submitted  that  both  on  principle  they  are  bound  to  do  it, 
and  in  precedents  have  done  it.*  Only  where  the  evidence 
is  balanced  will  they  refuse  to  reverse. 

But  here  the  case  comes  to  this  court  free  from  all  question 
of  a  prior  disposition  of  any  fact.  It  is  open  for  judgment 
upon  the  evidence ;  for  we  know  not  on  what  grounds  either 
court  below  adjudged  the  case,  whether  on  fact  or  on  law. 

The  libel  is  too  general  in  its  terms.  Alleging  negligence 
and  misconduct  generally,  it  wholly  omits  to  state  what  par- 
ticular acts  of  the  tug  produced  the  catastrophe.  We  cannot 
reply  to  such  allegations.  Moreover,  it  sets  up  a  contract 
made  to  tow  direct,  and  a  deviation ;  that  we  took  too  many 
boats;  that  in  backing  to  pick  up  another  boat  we  injured 
this  boat  and  sunk  her.    But  the  case  shows  that  proof  as  to 

*  Schooner  Catharine,  ad.  Dickinson,  17  Howard,  170;  Sturgia  v.  The 
B.  L.  Mabey,  21  Id.  461. 
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the  contract  to  go  direct  failed.  TS[o  such  contract  is  in  the 
least  established. 

The  accident  is  readily  accounted  for  by  a  vis  major.  It 
occurred  in  a  storm.  The  line  parted,  without  our  fault, 
and  the  only  mode  left  for  us  was  to  back.  On  our  side, 
although  not  called  on  to  do  anything  but  to  wait  until  the 
opposite  side  have  made  out  a  case,  we  yet  fully  proved  an 
entire  want  of  negligence.  Having  started  with  fair  weather, 
and  with  reason  to  suppose  we  could  tow  through,  we  met 
with  a  severe  storm,  which  broke  this  line,  and  the  vessel 
being  deeply  loaded,  and  not  protected,  sunk. 

But  whatever  view  is  to  be  taken  of  the  case,  the  decree 
must  be  reversed.  A  decree  which  finds  no  fact  or  facts,  but 
a  simple  legal  conclusion,  cannot  be  examined. 

Mr,  Carter,  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  difficulty  of  discovering  the  truth  in  collision  cases, 
which  are  mainly  trials  of  fact,  grows  out  of  the  character 
of  the  evidence,  which  is  always  more  or  less  conflicting. 
The  court  that  can  see  the  witnesses,  hear  their  statements, 
observe  their  demeanor,  and  compare  their  degree  of  intel- 
ligence, is  better  able  than  an  appellate  tribunal  to  reconcile 
differences  in  testimony,  or,  if  that  be  not  possible,  to  ascer- 
tain the  real  nature  of  the  transaction.  The  District  Court 
that  tries  the  case  in  the  first  instance  enjoys  this  advantage, 
and  the  finding  of  facts  by  it,  if  followed  by  the  concurrent 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  is  entitled  to  so  much  weight 
in  this  court,  that  it  will  be  presumed  a  correct  conclusion 
was  reached,  and  before  the  decision  will  be  disturbed  it 
must  manifestly  appear  that  it  was  wrong.  The  testimony 
in  this  case  was  heard  by  the  district  judge,  who  decided 
that  the  damages  should  be  divided,  and  the  Circuit  Court, 
on  appeal,  affirmed  his  judgment,  and  the  case,  therefore, 
comes  before  us  with  every  presumption  strongly  in  favor 
of  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of  the  lower  courts. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  travel  through  the  evidence,  to  a  great 
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extoDt  contradictory,  in  order  to  vindicate  our  views  con- 
cerning it.  It  would  serve  no  usefxil  purpose  to  do  so,  and 
we  shall  content  ourselves  with  applying  the  law  to  a  state 
of  facts  which  we  consider  the  evidence  establishes,  without 
any  attempt  to  discuss  it.  The  libel  was  not  filed  to  recover 
damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  as  is  contended,  but 
to  obtain  compensation  for  the  commission  of  a  tort.  It  is 
true  it  asserts  a  contract  of  towage,  but  this  is  done  by  way 
of  inducement  to  the  real  grievance  complained  of,  which  is 
the  wrong  suffered  by  the  libellant  in  the  destruction  of  his 
boat  by  the  carelessness  and  mismanagement  of  the  captain 
of  the  Quickstep.  It  is  objected  that  the  libel  is  too  general 
in  its  terms,  and  is  defective  because  it  does  not  state  the 
particular  acts  of  negligence  and  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
the  tug  which  produced  the  injury;  but  if  this  were  neces- 
sary, the  objection  should  have  been  interposed  at  an  earlier 
stage  of  the  proceedings,  and  cannot  be  taken,  for  the  first 
time,  after  the  cause  has  reached  this  court.  It  is  always 
better  to  describe  the  particular  circumstances  attending  the 
transaction;  but  in  admiralty  an  omission  to  state  some  facts 
which  prove  to  be  material,  but  which  cannot  have  occa- 
sioned any  surprise  to  the  opposite  party,  will  not  be  allowed 
to  work  any  injury  to  the  libellant,  if  the  court  can  see  there 
was  no  design  on  his  part  in  omitting  to  state  them.* 

We  now  pass  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 

The  inquiry  is,  who  is  to  blame  for  what  has  happened? 
Clearly  not  the  Citizen,  for  it  does  not  appear  that  her  con- 
duct in  any  way  contributed  to  the  accident.  If  the  tug,  in 
constructing  the  tow,  used  the  lines  furnished  by  the  differ- 
ent boats,  yet  as  each  boat  was  independent  of  the  other,  no 
responsibility  can  attach  to  either  for  the  breaking  of  the 
line,  which  she  did  not  provide,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with 
making  fast  In  this  case  neither  the  bridle-line  nor  the 
line  that  first  parted  were  supplied  by  the  Citizen,  and  she 
ought  not  to  suffer  for  their  insufliciency.  It  is  well  settled 
that  canal-boats  and  barges  in  tow  are  considered  as  being 

*  Tbo  Clement,  2  Curtis,  868. 
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under  the  control  of  the  tug,  and  the  latter  is  liable  for  this 
collision,  unless  she  can  show  it  was  not  occasioned  by  her 
fault.* 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  tug,  as  the  captains  of  the  canal- 
boats  had  no  voice  in  making  up  the  tow,  to  see  that  it  was 
properly  constructed,  and  that  the  lines  were  sufficient  and 
securely  fastened.  This  was  an  equal  duty,  whether  she 
furnished  the  lines  to  the  boats,  or  the  boats  to  her.  In  the 
nature  of  the  employment,  her  officers  could  tell  better  than 
the  men  on  the  boats  what  sort  of  a  Hue  was  required  to  se- 
cure the  boats  together,  and  to  keep  them  in  their  positions. 
If  she  failed  in  this  duty  she  was  guilty  of  a  maritime  fault. 
The  parting  of  the  line  connecting  the  boat  in  the  rear  on  the 
port  side  with  the  fleet,  was  the  commencement  of  the  diffi- 
culty that  led  to  this  accident.  In  the  eflfort  to  recover  this 
boat  ihe  consequences  followed  which  produced  the  collision. 
If  it  was  good  seamanship  on  the  part  of  the  captain  of  the 
tug  to  back  in  such  an  emergency,  he  was  required,  before 
undei-taking  it,  at  least  to  know  that  his  bridle-liiye  would 
hold.  And  if  the  sea  was  in  the  condition  the  captain  of 
the  tug  says  it  was,  it  was  bad  management  to  back  at  all. 
Whether  this  be  so  or  not,  he  was  bound,  in  executing  a 
manoeuvre  to  recover  the  detached  boat,  to  look  to  it  that 
no  other  boat  in  the  fleet  suffered  in  consequence  of  it. 

But  the  claimants  of  the  tug  deny  that  their  vessel  was  in 
fault,  and  insist  that  the  disaster  occurred  by  the  violence  of 
the  storm  and  gale  of  wind  which  prevailed  at  the  time.  If 
this  be  so,  how  did  it  happen  that  two  of  the  canal-boats 
that  got  loose  from  the  fleet  survived  the  perils  of  that  night  ? 
One  of  these  boats  anchored,  and  was  saved  without  diffi- 
culty; the  other,  loaded  with  iron,  drifted  about  and  was 
picked  up  the  next  morning  without  having  sustained  any 
damage.  The  fact  that  these  boats  did  not  experience  any 
bad  effects  from  the  severity  of  this  storm  explodes  the  theory 
advanced  by  the  claimants  on  the  subject. 


*  The  Express,  1  filatchford,  865;  Steamboat  New  York  v.  Kea,  18  How- 
ard, 228. 
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In  our  opinion  the  tug  was  clearly  in  fault,  and  the  courts 
below,  in  dividing  the  damages,  doubtless  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  men  on  board  the  Citizen  were  also  to  blame 
for  deserting  their  boat  sooner  than  good  seamanship  under 
tjbe  circumstances  required.  As  the  libellant  did  not  appeal, 
and  can,  therefore,  only  be  heard  in  support  of  the  decree, 
we  are  not  required  to  consider  whether  the  evidence  con- 
victs the  canal-boat  of  fault.  "*"  The  appellants  have  no  right 
to  complain,  for  in  any  aspect  of  the  case  they  cannot  escape 
without  paying  at  least  half  the  loss. 

Judgment  affirmbd. 


Thb  Syracuse. 


A  large  steamer,  withoat  tows  or  other  incumbrance,  approaching  near  to 
smaller  ones  with  tows,  under  circumstances  where  collision  is  liable  to 
occur,  is  bound  to  move  with  caution.  She  is  mistress  of  her  course 
and  motions,  and  stands  in  a  position  of  advantage  over  the  others. 
These  have  not  full  power  over  themselves.  Seventeen  miles  an  hour, 
in  such  a  situation,  is  too  great  a  rate  of  speed  for  the  larger  and  freer 
vessel  to  be  moving  at  among  vessels  having  tows. 

This  was  an  appeal  in  admiralty  from  the  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  which, 
on  a  libel  filed  by  the  owners  of  the  steamer  Rip  Van  Win- 
kle, against  the  steam  tow-boat  Syracuse,  for  a  collision,  had 
held  the  complaining  boat  itself  in  fault,  and  the  tug-boat  not 
liable. 

Messrs,  McMahon  and  Hoar^  for  the  appellant ;  Mr.  Bene- 
dictj  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  SWAYNE  stated  the  facts  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court.  Both  will  be  better  understood  by 
reference  to  a  diagram  by  the  reporter  on  the  next  page. 

The  steamer  Rip  Van  Winkle,  a  freight  and  passenger 

*  The  William  Bagaley,  6  Wallace;  412. 
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boat,  left  New  York  for  Troy,  heavily  laden,  on  the  evening 
of  the  15th  of  May,  1866.  About  2  o'clock  the  next  morn* 
ing  she  reached  a  point  in  the  river  opposite  to  Brandow's 
Hollow.  There,  three  boats  above  were  plainly  in  view  to 
her,  and  she  was  as  plainly  in  view  to  them.  They  were  all 
tow-boats  with  barges  attached,  and  were  the  Johnson,  the 
Arnold,  and  the  Syracuse.  The  Arnold  was  on  the  east  side 
of  the  river,  and  going  up.    The  Johnson  was  on  the  west 


side,  going  down,  and  was  as  tiear  to  the  flats  as  it  was  safe 
for  her  to  go.  The  Syracuse  was  on  the  west  side,  and  also 
descending.  She  had  in  tow,  lashed  to  her,  on  the  port  side, 
the  heavy  ice  barge  Colgate.  The  Roberts,  a  light  barge, 
was  attached  to  her  in  like  manner  on  the  starboard  side. 
The  speed  of  the  Johnson  was  less  than  that  of  the  Syracuse. 
The  Johnson  had  nine  tows,  attached  by  a  hawser  about 
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four  hundred  and  fifty  feet  long.  The  Syracuse  made  a 
sheer  and  passed  the  hawser-tier  of  the  Johnson,  and  lapped 
her  about  fifteen  feet  on  the  east  side.  About  this  time  the 
Rip  Van  Winkle  blew  a  long  whistle  as  a  signal  that  she 
intended  to  pass  them  to  the  eastward.  They  blew  their 
whistles  in  response  and  assent.  The  speed  of  the  steamer 
was  seventeen  miles  an  hour.  The  distance  of  the  Syracuse 
and  the  steamer  from  each  other  when  their  whistles  blew 
was  probably  about  half  a  mile.  The  usual  course  of  ascend- 
ing steamers  at  that  point,  and  the  one  which  the  Rip  Van 
Winkle  proposed  to  pursue,  wa&  diagonally  across  the  river 
from  the  west  to  the  east  side.  Teason  was  the  pilot  in 
charge  of  the  steamer,  and  we  give  the  occurrences  which 
grew  out  of  this  movement  as  he  states  them.     He  says : 

'^  We  passed  the  Johnson,  and  on  her  starboard  side  was  the 
Arnold,  bound  up  with  a  tow,  I  went  close  to  his  hawser-tier, 
and  probably  within  fifty  or  seventy-five  feet.  The  tide  being 
flood-tide,  and  the  wind  southeast,  he  was  working  to  the  wind- 
ward, and  the  tier  tailed  off  from  him,  so  that  I  did  not  go  as 
close  to  the  Arnold  as  I  did  to  his  hawser-tier.  I  went  off  from 
the  Arnold  probably  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet,  may  be  not  as 
far  as  that;  and  just  as  I  got  abreast,  or  just  before  I  got  abreast 
of  the  Arnold,  the  steamer  Syracuse,  bound  down,  on  our  lar- 
board hand,  altered  her  course  before  I  got  to  the  Arnold,  and 
came  right  head  towards  us.  I  didn't  slow  the  boat  nor  I  didn't 
stop  her.  ...  I  let  her  keep  her  regular  gait.  ...  I  thought  I 
could  outrun  her  when  I  saw  her  coming.  I  thought,  in  the 
position  she  was,  I  could  get  by  her,  and  1  hove  my  wheel  over 
aport,  and  that  took  us  hard  off  more  to  the  eastward.  I 
thought  I  would  let  her  get  as  far  to  the  eastward  as  I  could, 
and  did  so.  Then  the  Syracuse  hit  us  ...  on  the  starboard 
side,  just  aft  of  the  forward  gangway.  ...  It  was  the  barge 
that  she  had  alongside  that  bit  us — hit  us  with  the  bluff  of  her 
bow,  right  on  the  turn  of  her  bow.  We  were  heading  to  the 
east,  and  she  struck  us  right  aft  of  the  forward  gangway,  and 
forward  of  the  paddle-box,  and  after  she  struck  us  it  carried 
away  our  deck-beams,  and  side-house,  and  water-wheel,  and  the 
like  of  that;  that  disabled  our  engine,  and  then  we  drifted,  till 
in  time  we  drifted  ashore,  or  we  let  our  anchor  go  before  we  got 
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ashore,  but  our  anchor  wonld  not  hold  us,  and  we  drilled  ashore ; 
we  drifted  about  twenty  minutes  or  half  an  hour  after  she  struck 
us  before  we  went  ashore." 

This  witness  further  states  that  the  width  of  the  channel 
between  the  Arnold  and  the  Johnson  was  at  least  five  hun- 
dred feet ;  that  there  was  a  space  between  the  Johnson  and 
the  steamer  for  the  Syracuse  to  pass  of  three  hundred  and 
fifty  feet;  that  the  steamer  had  passed  the  Johnson  and  the 
Arnold,  and  that  just  as  she  passed  the  latter  the  disaster 
occurred.  The  length  of  the  steamer  was  about  two  hun- 
dred and  seventy-five  feet.  The  combined  speed  of  the 
steamer  and  the  Syracuse  was  over  twenty  miles  an  hour. 
It  was  not  less  than  half  a  mile  in  a  minute  and  a  half. 
Teason  says : 

"  Further,  that  the  Syracuse  could  have  kept  her  course  and 
followed  down  the  same  course  that  the  Johnson  was  going,  and 
would  have  given  us  plenty  of  room  to  have  gone  by.  All  that 
was  necessary  for  her  to  clear  us  would  have  been  to  have  kept 
her  course.  .  .  .  She  sheered  right  off — took  a  very  sudden 
sheer  right  off  towards  us." 

This  witness  is  mainly  relied  upon  by  the  libellant.  Con- 
ceding his  testimony  to  be  correct  it  inculpates  the  tug,  but 
by  no  means  exonerates  the  steamer.  The  channel  was 
narrow  and  crowded.  The  Johnson,  Arnold,  and  Syracuse, 
with  their  tows,  made  a  fleet  of  eighteen  vesselsof  difierent 
kinds.    Witherwax,  another  pilot  on  the  steamer,  says : 

**  We  seen  the  river  full  of  lights;  it  looked  to  be  all  light  away 
across  the  river." 

He  warned  Teason  several  times  that  the  steamer  would 
approach  the  Syracuse.  His  warnings  show  that  he  was 
alarmed.  They  produced  no  eftect.  A  tug  with  vessels  in 
tow  is  in  a  very  different  condition  from  one  unincumbered. 
She  is  not  mistress  of  her  motions.  She  cannot  advance, 
recede,  or  turn  either  way  at  discretion.  She  is  bound  to 
consult  their  safety  as  well  as  her  own.  She  must  see  that 
what  clears  her  of  danger  does  not  put  them  in  peril.     For 
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many  parposes  they  may  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  herself. 
They  have  the  benefit  of  her  traction  and  she  the  burden  of 
their  inertia.  The  character  of  the  fleet  could  not  be  mis- 
taken. The  attempt  of  the  steamer,  under  such  circura- 
stanceSy  to  pass  the  other  vessels,  and  in  such  close  proximity 
to  the  Syracuse,  at  a  speed  of  seventeen  miles  an  hour,  wa^ 
gross  and  wanton  recklessness.  Before  turning  her  head  to 
the  eastward  she  should  have  slowed  her  engine*  If  the 
prospect  of  danger  darkened  she  should  have  stopped,  and, 
if  need  be,  have  reversed  it.  She  had  no  right  thus  to  hurl 
herself  like  a  projectile  into  the  midst  of  the  vessels  before 
her,  taking  the  hazard  of  the  consequences  and  thus  imperil- 
ling herself  and  them  with  all  the  lives  and  property  on 
board.  "  The  Rule  of  the  Road"  gives  no  warrant  for  such 
conduct.  The  maxim  applies,  "  Sic  uiere  tuo  ui  alienum  non 
l(Bdas,^'  The  steamer  is  condemnable  alike  upon  reason  and 
authority.* 

The  alleged  fault  of  the  Syracuse  lies  in  the  sudden  sheer 
to  the  eastward  which  is  imputed  to  her.  As  soon  as  her 
whistle  was  blown  she  stopped  her  engine,  and  did  not  put 
it  in  motion  again  until  after  the  collision  occurred.  This 
is  conclusively  proven,  and  is  not  denied.  It  is  an  important 
fact  in  her  favor.  That  she  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily 
sheered,  and  put  herself  in  the  way  of  the  steamer,  as  chained, 
is  very  improbable.  The  fact  is  proven  by  no  one  but  Tea- 
son.  It  was  several  times  denied  expressly  by  Witherwax 
when  his  deposition  was  first  taken.  He  was  recalled  the 
next  day,  and  then  stated  that  he  saw  the  sheer  and  supposed 
it  was  to  enable  the  Syracuse  to  pass  the  tow  of  the  John- 
son, and  that  she  kept  her  course  afterwards  until  she  struck 
the 'steamer.  The  denials  in  his  former  examination  detract 
from  the  weight  of  this  testimony.  The  captain  and  pilot 
of  the  Syracuse  contradict  positively  the  statement  of  Tea- 
son.  The  pilot  thinks  she  did  not  sheer  either  way  after  the 
steamer  came  in  sight.     He  says  she  might  have  headed  a 

*  The  New  Jersey,  Olcott,  444;  The  Rose,  2  W.  Robinson,  8;  Holt's  Rule 
of  the  Road,  227,  247. 
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little  to  the  westward.  The  captain  of  the  Colgate  saw  her 
sheer  to  the  westward  as  soon  as  her  engine  was  stopped. 
He  says  the  Colgate  had  a  tendency  to  pull  her  in  that  direc- 
tion. The  wind  and  tide  both  contributed  to  that  result. 
The  testimony  of  these  officers  outweighs  that  of  Teason, 
which  has  no  support  from  any  other  witness.  The  stem  of 
the  Colgate  was  twenty  feet  aft  of  the  stem  of  the  Syracuse. 
The  steamer  in  crossing  headed  to  the  eastward.  If,  as  is 
aHeged,  the  sudden  sheer  of  the  Syracuse  brought  her  into 
the  track  of  the  steamer,  and  thus  produced  the  collision, 
the  blow  must  necessarily  have  been  given  by  the  stem  of 
one  steamer  or  the  other.  Such  was  not  the  result.  The 
stem  of  neither  touched  the  other.  The  steamer  struck  her 
port  forward  gangway  against  the  bluff  of  the  bow  of  the 
Colgate,  ten  feet  aft  the  stem  of  thd  latter.  This  is  entirely 
irreconcilable  with  the  testimony  of  Teason,  and  is  fatal  to 
the  theory  which  it  is  relied  upon  to  support.  That  theory 
is  the  sole  ground  of  imputation  against  the  Syracuse. 
Other  views  vindicating  the  Syracuse  with  more  or  less  of 
cogency  might  be  presented,  but  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to 
pursue  the  subject  further.    In  our  judgment  the  Syracuse 

is  not  shown  to  have  been  in  fault 

Dbcbeb  affirmed. 


Iksubancb  CoMPAirr  v.  Wbidb. 

1.  Whether  or  not  on  the  transfer  of  a  case  from  a  State  court  to  a  Federal 

court,  under  the  12th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  a  new  declaration 
shoald  he  filed,  is  a  question  of  practice  and  not  a  subject  for  error. 

2.  In  a  suit  against  an  insurance  company  for  the  value  of  goods  lost  in 

the  burning  of  a  store,  day-books  and  ledgers,  whose  correctness  as 
showing  the  amount  and  value  of  the  goods  is  testified  to  by  the  person 
proving  them,  are,  in  connection  with  his  testimony,  competent  evi- 
dence, though  they  would  not  be  so  by  themselves,  to  show  such  value. 
8.  Where  a  witness  in  such  a  suit,  when  examined  in  chief,  testifies  appar- 
ently to  the  correctness  of  an  abstract  made  from  papers  burnt  in  the 
fire,  and  is  cross-examined  upon  the  subject  of  that  correctness,  the  party 
cross-examining  cannot,  where  he  has  not  caused  the  cross-examination 
to  be  brought  up  on  the  bUl  of  exception,  object,  on  a  question,  on  error, 
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as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  abstract,  that  the  witness  has  not  testified 
sufficiently  to  the  correctness.     He  should  have  caused  the  cross-exami- 
nation to  appear  on  the  bill  if  he  wish  to  show  this. 
4.  Its  correctness  being  assumed ,  the  abstract  is  good  as  secondary  evidence. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  MiDiiesota. 

Charles  Weide  and  Joseph  Weide,  of  Minnesota,  brought 
suit  in  one  of  the  State  courts  of  Minnesota  against  the  j£tna 
Insurance  Company,  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  to  recover 
$10,000  insured  upon  a  stock  of  goods  lost  by  fire  within 
the  conditions  of  the  policy.  The  suit  was  removed  to  the 
Federal  court  under  the  12th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act, 
which  enacts  that  suits  such  as  the  present  was  may  be 
transferred,  and  that  copies  of  the  process  being  filed  in  the 
Circuit  Court,  "the  cause  shall  proceed  there  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  it  had  been  broitght  there  by  criginjal  process." 
'  A  copy  of  the  process,  and  of  the  complaint  in  the  State 
court,  were  filed  in  the  Circuit,  and  the  company,  the  defend- 
ant, appeared  there  and  put  in  its  answer  to  the  complaint; 
but  no  new  declaration  was  filed. 

On  the  trial,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  moved  to  dis- 
miss the  cause  from  the  docket,  on  th^  ground  that  a  new 
complaint  or  declaration,  properly  entitled,  had  not  been 
filed  in  the  Circuit ;  but  the  motion  was  denied. 

The  principal  question  in  the  case,  however,  was  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  evidence.  Both  the  plaintiffs  in  the  court 
below  were  witnesses  to  prove  the  value  of  the  goods  in  the 
store  lost  by  the  fire.  All  the  books  of  account  were  burnt, 
except  two  day-books  and  a  ledger.  The  day-books  covered 
entries  of  sales  and  purchases  in  the  store  from  1865  down 
to  the*  day  of  the  fire,  which  was  on  the  22d  of  February, 
1867.  The  ledger  began  the  1st  of  October,  1866,  and  con- 
tained a  merchandise  account,  posted  from  the  day-books, 
also  coming  down  to  the  time  of  the  tire.  Joseph  Weide, 
one  of  the  plaintifi^,  testified  that  the  value  of  the  goods  at 
the  time  of  the  fire,  according  to  the  books,  was  $45,564.64, 
and  with  profits  added,  would  amount  to  $70,000;  that  the 
cash  inventory  of  the  goods,  the  last  of  February,  1866, 
amounted  to  $75,500;  that  he  got  the  amount  from  the  fly- 
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leaf  of  the  ledger,  upon  which,  in  July,  1866,  he  made  an 
abstract  from  the  inventories  for  several  years  before  the 
fire ;  and  that  these  inventories  were  destroyed  by  it.  The 
witness  identified  the  day-books  and  ledger,  and  testified 
that  these  books  were  kept  by  him  and  his  partner,  as  they 
had  no  clerk;  that  they  were  the  books  kept  in  their  busi- 
ness, and  that  they  were  correct;  that  the  entries  in  the  day- 
books were  the  original  entries  of  purchases  and  sales;  that 
he  could  not  state  from  recollection  the  amount  or  value  of 
the  stock  on  hand  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  nor  at  the  time  of 
taking  the  last  inventory,  in  February,  1866,  nor  by  the  pur- 
chases and  sales  after  that  inventory.  This  witness  was 
cross-examined,  among  other  things,  as  to  the  entries  in  the 
ledger,  and  as  to  the  entries  on  the  fly-leaf,  and  as  to  the 
correctness  of  these  entries,  and  of  the  amounts  therein 
stated.  The  evidence  on  the  cross-examination  is  not  stated 
in  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

Charles  Weide,  the  other  member  of  the  firm,  was  also 
examined,  and,  as  the  record  stated,  gave,  in  substance,  the 
same  testimony  as  Joseph. 

Other  witnesses  were  called,  and  gave  evidence  as  to  the 
value  of  the  goods  in  the  store  at  the  time  of  the  fire. 

The  plain tifts  then  oflfered  in  evidence  the  fly-leaf  of  the 
ledger,  a  copy  of  which  was  in  the  record.  The  defendant 
objected  to  the  same  as  incompetent  and  immaterial,  and  not 
made  at  the  date  of  the  transaction.  The  court  admitted  it. 
They  also  offered  in  evidence  the  two  day-books  and  ledger, 
which  were  objected  to,  but  admitted. 

Verdict  and  judgment  having  been  given  for  the  plaintiflp, 
the  insurance-  company  brought  the  case  here. 

Messrs.  Brisbin  and  Lamprey ^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error: 

1.  Upon  the  transfer  the  action  should  have  proceeded  >a8 
if  then  originally  commenced  in  the  Circuit  Court.  A  new 
complaint  or  declaration  should  have  been  flled.  This  was 
not  done.  As  there  was  thus  no  declaration  for  the  defend- 
ant to  answer,  there  was  no  jurisdiction,  and  the  action 
should  have  been  dismissed  on  the  defendant's  motion. 
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2.  The  fly-leaf  of  the  ledger  purported  to  contain  an  ab- 
stract of  inventories  for  several  years.  The  witness,  Joseph 
Weide,  who  made  the  abstract,  stated  that  the  entries  on  the 
fly-leaf  were  all  made  Jnly,  1866,  and  were  an  abstract  from 
inventories  for  several  years  prior  to  the  fire.  The  witness 
did  not  state  that  he  made  these  inventories  nor  that  he  knew 
them  to  be  correct.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  this  fly-leaf 
was  a  mere  abstract  from  inventories  for  several  years,  not 
produced  and  not  known  to  be  correct,  and  only  a  partial 
copy  of  such  inventories,  and  not  made  at  the  date  of  the 
transaction.  They  were  but  the  declarations  of  a  party  in 
his  own  behalf;  incompetent  and  immaterial,  and  we  urge 
the  same  objections  to  the  admission  of  the  day-books  and 
ledger. 

Messrs.  Peckham  and  AUiSy  centra. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

As  the  first  question  raised.  If  there  was  any  irregularity 
in  not  filing  a  new  complaint  or  declaration,  it  was  too  late, 
after  the  defendant  had  taken  issue  upon  the  complaint,  to 
take  advantage  of  it.  The  question,  however,  whether  a 
new  complaint,  or  declaration,  should  have  been  filed  on  a 
removal  of  the  cause  from  a  State  court,  is  one  of  practice, 
and  not  the  subject  for  which  error  will  lie. 

As  to  the  second  question,  the  admissibility  of  the  evi- 
dence received  by  the  court.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  the 
day-books  and  ledger,  the  entries  in  which  were  testified  to 
be  correct  by  the  persons  who  made  them,  were  properly 
admitted.  They  would  not  have  been  evidence,  per  se,  but 
with  the  testimony  accompanying  them  all  objections  were 
removed.* 

So,  in  respect  to  the  memorandum  on  the  fly-leaf  of  the 
ledger.  It  was  made  by  one  of  the  witnesses,  taken  from 
inventories,  present  at  the  time  it  was  made,  but  which  had 
been  subsequently  destroyed  by  the  fire.  Those  inventories, 
if  they  had  been  in  existence,  would  have  been  the  best  evi- 

*  Wood  V,  Ambler,  4  Selden,  170. 
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dence,  and,  unless  their  loss  was  accounted  for,  must  have 
been  produced.  But,  being  lost,  parol  evidence  of  their  con- 
tents was  admissible,  as  secondary  evidence,  and  so  was  the 
memorandum  taken  from  them,  for  the  like  reason.  As  wq 
understand  the  evidence  in  the  case,  the  correctness  of  the 
entry  was  testified  to.  The  witness  was  cross-examined, 
among  other  things,  as  to  the  correctness  of  it.  The  testi- 
mony is  not  given,  but,  if  the  evidence  of  the  witness  had 
not  been  satisfactory,  it  should  have  been  placed  upon  the 
record. 

In  MemU  v.  The  Ithaca  and  Owego  BaUroad  Oompany*  it 
was  held  that  when  original  entries  are  produced,  and  the 
person  who  made  them,  and  knew  them  at  the  time  to  be 
true,  testified  that  he  made  the  entries,  and  that  he  believed 
them  to  be  true,  although  at  the  time  of  testifying  he  had 
no  recollection  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  entries,  such  evi- 
dence is  admissible,  as  primd  facie  evidence  for  the  jury.  In 
this  case,  Mr.  Jastice  Cowan,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  examined  most  of  the  authorities,  English  and 
American,  on  the  subject.  The  same  doctrine  is  also  sus- 
tained by  the  case  of  Gruy  v.  Mead.f 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  mistaken 
in  supposing  that  the  witness  Joseph  Weide  did  not  testify 
to  the  correctness  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  memorandum. 
As  already  stated,  this  very  point  was  made  the  subject  of 
cross-examination,  and,  if  the  witness  failed  to  testify  to  it, 
the  fact  should  have  been  set  forth  in  the  record,  as  it  was 
most  material  for  the  defendant.  The  witness  had  stated  on 
his  examination-in-chief,  that  he  made  the  abstract  in  July, 
1866,  from  the  inventories  for  several  years  previous  to  the 
fire.  Nothing  else  being  shown,  the  inference  is  that  it  was 
correctly  made :  hence  the  cross-examination  on  this  point 
to  show  the  contrary.  We  think  that  the  memorandum  was 
properly  admitted,  and  that  the  judgment  should  be 

Affirmed. 

•  16  WendeU,  686.  t  22  New  York,  i66-6. 
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Thb  Portsmouth. 

1.  A  captain  who,  in  the  night  and  in  a  fog,  enters  a  port,  supposing  it  to 

be  his  port  of  destination,  enters  at  his  peril  of  its  being  so,  unless  there 
haye  been  some  necessity  for  his  seeking  a  port  If  there  have  been 
proper  ground  to  doubt  whether  the  port  was  the  one  which  he  supposed 
it  to  be,  and  he  could  safely  wait  outside  till  morning,  or  could  signal  a 
tug-boat  to  pilot  him  in,  he  should  not  proceed  till  he  can  see  or  know 
where  he  is  going. 

2.  A  loss  of  a  part  of  the  cargo  by  a  jettison  resorted  to  in  order  to  lighten 

the  boat  after  she  had  run  aground  in  consequence  of  violating  such 
a  dictate  of  prudence,  is  not  a  loss  **  by  dangers  of  the  navigation  '* 
within  the  meaning  of  a  bill  of  lading  having  an  exception  in  those 
terms. 

8.  A  vessel  proceeding  in  the  night  and  in  a  fog  into  port,  is  bound  to  pro- 
ceed at  a  low  rate  of  speed. 

4.  If  a  vessel  is  stranded,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  captain  to  take  all  possible 
care  of  the  cargo.  If  the  vessel  must  be  lightened  before  she  can  get 
off,  he  should  get  lighters,  if  possible,  and  land  it,  not  make  a  jettison 
of  it. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois ;  the  case  was  this : 

The  Salt  Company  of  Onondaga  shipped  at  Buffalo,  on  the 
propeller  Portsmouth,  a  large  quantity  of  salt  for  Chicago, 
under  a  bill  of  lading  in  the  usual  form,  but  containing  an 
exception  of  the  dangers  of  the  navigation. 

On  the  9th  of  October,  1866,  the  propeller,  with  the  salt  on 
board,  reachefl  Fox  Island,  in  Lake  Michigan,  and  about  seven 
o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  same  day  left  it,  bound  directly 
for  Chicago,  using  both  sail  and  steam.  The  weather  was 
foggy,  and  the  wind  was  blowing  from  the  northeast,  with  a 
considerable  sea.  The  feg  continued  during  that  night  and 
all  the  next  day,  and  the  wind  blew  freshly,  though  not  so 
as  to  prevent  the  propeller's  carrying  her  foresail.  Nothing 
particular  occurred  until  about  sunset  of  the  evening  of  the 
10th,  when,  as  described  by  the  master,  the  fog  lifted  for  a 
minute,  and  a  loom  of  the  land  on  the  west  side  of  the  lake 
was  discovered,  and  the  master,  mate,  and  engineer  ^' could 
just  see  a  church*steeple  and  a  house,  as  near  as  they  could 
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calculate."  The  master  did  not  know  the  distance  from 
Fox  Island  to  Racine,  but  consulting  with  the  engineer  as 
to  the  quantity  of  steam  carried,  and  referring  to  his  own 
expectation  of  the  time  when  he  expected  to  be  that  far  on 
his  course,  which  he  had  fixed  at  six  o'clock  in  the  evening, 
he  concluded  that  the  place  was  Racine,  in  Wisconsin.  Act- 
ing upon  that  conclusion  the  propeller  was  continued  on  a 
course  generally  south  by  east  half-east,  and  southeast,  then 
south  by  west,  and  southwest,  and  finally  west,  until  a  whistle 
was  heard,  which  the  master  took  to  be  that  of  a  propeller 
at  the  Chicago  pier.  This  must  have  been  at  about  three 
o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  11th.  Soon  after  a  white  light 
was  discovered,  and  this  was  assumed  to  be  the  Chicago 
light ;  the  light  at  port  being  a  white  one,  though  not  the 
only  white  one  on  the  west  coast  of  the  lake.  The  sound 
of  cars  running,  and  of  car-whistles  was  also  heard,  which 
the  master  inferred  to  be  caused  by  making  up  trains  at 
Chicago.  Accordingly  he  attempted  to  enter  the  port,  but 
when  the  propeller  came  very  near  the  pier  it  was  discovered 
not  to  be  the  pier  of  Chicago,  and  the  vessel  was  imme- 
diately backed.  It  was,  however,  too  late.  Bhe  grounded 
and  held  fast.  According  to  the  testimony  of  the  second 
engineer,  who  was  in  the  engine-room  managing  the  steamer, 
the  vessel,  until  three  minutes  before  his  getting  the  bell 
to  stop,  had  been  running  at  full  speed,  which  was  between 
eight  and  nine  miles  an  hour.  The  captain  and  first  engi- 
neer— this  last,  until  three  minutes  before  the  bell  to  stop 
was  rung  havhig  been  on  deck  with  the  captain — testified 
that  they  were  not  running  so  fast,  that  she  was  "  under 
check,"  the  captain  stating  that  she  was  not  running  more 
than  from  three  to  four  miles  an  hour.  The  master  testified 
that  although  the  weather  was  rough,  he  might  safely  have 
remained  out  in  the  lake  till  daylight,  or  might  have  sig- 
nalled for  a  tug  to  take  them  in,  and  that  he  would  not  have 
gone  in  had  he  not,  in  common  with  the  other  oflioers,  cer- 
tainly believed  that  the  place  was  Chicago.  After  the  boat 
was  found  to  be  aground  and  fast  the  clerk  was  at  once  sent 
ashore  and  dispatched  to  Chicago  for  a  tug.    Meanwhile  the 
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propeller  remained  at  the  place  where  she  had  taken  the 
bottom,  which  proved  to  be  Waakegan,  some  thirty  or  forty 
miles  from  Chicago,  until  the  tug  arrived  late  in  the  after- 
noon of  the  11th.  No  lighter  was  sent  for,  and  no  efforts 
were  made  to  save  the  cargo,  but  after  the  arrival  of  the  tug 
about  one  thousand  barrels  of  the  salt  were  thrown  overboard 
to  lighten  the  propeller,  though  the  wind  had  then  subsided, 
and  she  was  lappai*ently  in  no  danger.  The  next  moruiog 
she  was  got  off,  and  she  proceeded  to  her  port  of  destination, 
where  the  residue  of  the  salt  was  landed.  The  Salt  Com- 
pany now  filed  a  libel  in  the  District  Court  for  the  Northern 
District  of  Illinois,  for  the  salt  that  had  been  thrown  over- 
board and  was  undelivered.  The  propeller  set  up  that  it  had 
been  lost  in  the  perils  of  navigation — ^thrown  over  to  save 
the  vessel  and  residue — ^and  was  so  a  case  for  general  aver- 
age. The  District  Court  decided  otherwise,  and  the  Circuit 
Court  affirmed  its  decree.  The  owners  of  the  propeller 
now  brought  the  case  here. 

Mr.  Comsiocky  for  the  plaMiff  in  error.    No  opposing  counsel 

Mr.  Justice  STRONG  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  contract  of  the  appellant  was  to  deliver  the  two  thou- 
sand barrels  of  salt  at  Chicago  to  the  consignee  named,  ''the 
dangers  of  lake  navigation  only  excepted,"  and  whether  the 
failure  to  deliver  was  caused  by  the  excepted  dangers  is  now 
the  only  question.  A  loss  by  a  jettison  occasioned  by  a 
peril  of  the  sea  is,  in  ordinary  cases,  a  loss  by  perils  of  the 
sea.  But  it  is  well  settled  that,  if  a  jettison  of  a  cargo,  or  a 
part  of  it,  is  rendered  necessary  by  any  fault  or  breach  of 
contract  of  the  master  or  ownere  of  the  vessel,  the  jettison 
must  be  attributed  to  that  fault,  or  breach  of  contract,  rather 
than  to  the  sea  peril,  though  that  may  also  be  present,  and 
enter  into  the  case.*  This  is  a  principle  alike  applicable  to 
exceptions  in  bills  of  lading  and  in  policies  of  insurance.! 
Though  the  peril  of  the  sea  may  be  nearer  in  time  to  the 

*  Lawrence  et  al.  v.  H  in  turn,  17  Howard,  100. 

f  General  Xutual  Insurance  Co.  v.  Sherwood,  14  Id.  866. 
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disaster,  the  efficient  caase,  without  which  the  peril  would 
not  have  been  incurred,  is  regarded  as  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  loss.  And  there  is,  perhaps,  greater  reason  for  apply- 
ing the  rule  to  exceptions  in  contracts  of  common  carriers 
than  to  those  in  policies  of  insurance,  for  in  general,  negli- 
gence of  the  insured  does  not  relieve  an  underwriter,  while 
a  common  carrier  may  not,  even  by  stipulation,  relieve  him- 
self from  the  consequences  of  his  own  fault.* 

In  view  of  this  recognized  construction  given  to  such 
clauses  in  bills  of  lading  as  ^'  perils  of  the  sea  excepted,"  or, 
as  in  this  case,  *'  the  dangers,  of  lake  navigation  only  ex- 
cepted," it  is  plain  that  the  appellant  has  shown  no  sufficient 
excuse  for  the  failure  to  deliver  the  salt  to  the  consignee  of 
the  libellant. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  master  was  first  at  fault  in  mis- 
taking the  land  which  he  dimly  saw  on  the  evening  of  the 
10th  for  Kacine.  He  was,  in  fact,  then  from  thirty  to  forty 
miles  farther  from  Chicago  than  he  supposed  he  was.  Ilis 
supposition  was  unwarranted  by  the  evidence  he  had.  He 
thought  the  place  was  Racipe,  not  because  of  its  appearance 
when  he  saw  the  steeple  and  the  house.  His  view  of  those 
objects  was  very  indistinct.  His  language  is,  "  We  could  just 
see  a  church-steeple  and  a  house,  as  near  as  we  could  calcu- 
late." The  outline  of  the  shore  he  does  not  pretend  to  have 
seen,  or  anything  which,  by  its  appearance,  justified  his  con- 
clusion that  he  was  opposite  Racine.  His  sole  reasons  for 
assuming  that  such  was  his  position  are  to  be  found  in  his 
having  consulted  with  his  engineer  about  the  quantity  of 
steam  carried,  and  in  his  own  estimate  of-  the  time  when  he 
expected  to  reach  that  place.  At  best,  therefore,  his  conclu- 
sion was  based  upon  a  conjecture.  Considering  that  the 
voyage  from  Fox  Island  had  been  through  a  thick  fog,  hud 
in  a  heavy  sea;  that  the  wind  had  not  been  quite  steady; 
that  the  speed  of  the  propeller  had  not  been  measured  by 
the  log,  or  by  observations;  and  considering  also  another 
fact,  to  which  the  master  testifies,  that  he  did  not  know  the 

*  Vide  PropeUer  Niagara  v.  Cordes  et  al.,  21  Howard,  29. 
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distance  from  Fox  Island  to  Racine,  it  seems  to  us  his  con- 
jecture that  the  propeller  was  opposite  Racine  at  sunset  of 
the  10th  was  no  reliable  guide  to  the  subsequent  conduct 
of  the  voyage.  It  was,  however,  accepted  as  a  guide,  and  it 
led  directly  to  the  disastrous  fault  afterwards  committed  of 
mistaking  Waukegan  for  Chicago.  The  master,  judging 
that  he  had  steamed  far  enough  from  Racine,  readily  con- 
cluded that  the  light  he  saw,  and  the  whistle  and  running 
cars  he  heard  were  at  the  place  of  his  ultimate  destination, 
and  without  any  careful  verification  of  his  opinion  he  at- 
tempted to  enter  the  port.  The  light  he  saw,  it  is  true,  was 
a  white  light,  like  that  at  Chicago.  But  there  were  other 
white  lights  on  the  west  shore  of  the  lake.  Waukegan  had 
one.  The  whistle  and  the  running  cars  were  not  peculiar- 
ities at  Chicago.  There  was  enough  in  his  situation  to 
awaken  doubt,  and  to  induce  caution.  We  think  that,  in 
his  circumstances,  the  attempt  he  made  to  enter  the  port 
was  inexcusably  rash.  It  was  not  a  necessity.  His  duty  to 
the  owners,  and  still  more  to  the  freighters,  was  to  exercise 
the  highest  prudence,  as  well  as  skill,  to  guard  against  loss. 
According  to  his  testimony  he  might  safely  have  remained 
out  in  the  lake  until  morning,  or  he  might  have  signalled 
for  a  tug  to  take  the  propeller  in.  It  was  his  duty  to  do  one 
or  the  other.  He  did  neither.  He  testifies  he  would  have 
gone  out  into  the  lake  and  waited  until  daylight  had  he  not 
supposed  he  had  found  a  harbor.  He  had  no  right  to  act 
upon  such  a  supposition,  which  at  best  was  no  more  than  a 
careless  conjecture.  He  admits,  what  must  be  evident,  that 
he  could  have  seen  plainer  had  he  waited  till  daylight  before 
attempting  to  enter,  and  that  he  might  have  known  the  pier 
was  Waukegan  pier.  He  thinks  a  tug  could  have  found  the 
propeller  had  he  signalled,  but  he  neglected  to  signal.  The 
second  engineer  also  testifies  that  the  propeller  attempted 
to  enter  the  port  at  her  usual  speed  of  eight  and  a  half  or 
nine  miles  an  hour,  which,  if  the  statement  be  correct,  was 
much  too  great.  It  is  true,  his  statement  varies  from  the 
account  given  by  the  master  and  chief  engineer;  but  the 
chief  engineer  and  the  master  were  both  upon  deck,  and 
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the  second  engineer  was  in  inmniediate  charge  of  the  engine 
until  within  three  minutes  of  the  time  when  the  signal  was 
given  to  stop,  and  even  during  those  three  minutes  the 
chief  engineer  was  outside  of  the  engine-room.  The  second 
engineer  must,  therefore,  have  best  known  at  what  rate  of 
speed  the  propeller  was  moving.  In  view  of  all  this,  we 
have  no  hesitation  in  coming  to  the  conclnsion,  that  the 
loss  sustained  by  the  libellants  is  to  be  attributed  to  the 
fault  of  the  carrier,  and  not  to  the  excepted  dangers  of  lake 
navigation. 

Were  it  necessary,  it  would  be  easy  to  show  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  master  after  the  vessel  was  stranded  was  entirely 
unjustifiable.  It  was  his  duty  even  then  to  take  all  possible 
care  of  the  cargo.  He  was  bound  to  the  utmost  exertion  to 
save  it.  Losses  arising  from  dangers  of  navigation,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  exception  in  the  bill  of  lading,  are  such 
only  as  happen  in  spite  of  the  best  human  exertions,  which 
cannot  be  prevented  by  human  skill  and  prudence.*  But 
in  this  case  no  efibrt  was  made  to  save  the  cargo.  The  salt 
was  not  thrown  overboard  until  after  the  arrival  of  the  tug. 
The  fog  had  then  lifted.  The  wind  and  the  sea  had  sub- 
sided. It  is  evident  the  salt  might  then  have  been  saved, 
if  it  could  not  have  been  removed  before. 

Decree  affirmed  with  costs. 


The  Protector. 

1  The  doctrine  declared  in  Hanger  v.  Abbott  (6  Wallace,  682),  that  statutes 
of  limitations  do  not  run  during  the  rebellion  against  a  party  residing 
out  of  the  rebellious  States,  so  as  to  preclude  his  remedy  for  a  dbbt 
against  a  person  residing  in  one  of  them,  held  applicable  to  the  Judi- 
ciary Acts  of  1789  and  1803,  limiting  the  right  of  appeal  from  the  infe- 
rior Federal  courts  to  this  court,  to  five  years  from  the  time  when  the 
decree  complained  of  was  rendered. 

*  Propeller  Niagara  v.  Cordes  et  al.,  cited  supra,  685. 
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2.  The  act  of  March,  1867,  allowing  appeals  from  Federal  coarts,  in  districts 
where  the  regular  sessions  of  such  courts  subsequently  to  the  rendering 
of  the  judgment  had  been  suspended  by  rebellion,  to  be  brought  within 
one  year  from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  is  an  enabling  act,  not 
a  restraining  one. 

This  was  a  motioD  by  Mr.  P.  PhUlips  to  dismiss  an  appeal, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  brought  within  the  time  al- 
lowed by  law.     The  case  was  this ; 

Freeborn,  a  resident  of  New  York^  had  filed  a  libel  against 
the  ship  Protector,  in  the  District  Court  for  the  Southern 
District  of  Alabama j  January  25th,  1859,  for  the  price  of  cer- 
tain necessary  supplies  and  materials  previously  furnished 
to  the  ship  in  the  port  of  New  York.  A  decree  dismissing 
the  libel  was  pronounced  in  December,  1859.  This  decree 
was  aifirmed  by  Mr.  Justice  Campbell,  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
on  the  bth  of  Aprily  1861.  The  rebellion  broke  out  soon 
after,  lasting  about  four  years.  The  appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  to  this  court  was  taken  on  the  28th  day  of  July,  1869, 
more  than  eight  years  after  the  date  of  the  decree  appealed 
from. 

By  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789, 
it  was  enacted  that  writs  of  error  should  not  be  brought  but 
within  five  years  after  rendering,  or  passing,  the  judgment 
or  decree  complained  of,  or,  in  case  the  person  entitled  to 
such  writ  be  an  infant,/em^  covert j  non  compos  mentis j  or  im- 
prisoned, then  within  five  years,  as  aforesaid,  exclusive  of 
the  time  of  such  disability,  ^y  an  act  of  March  8d,  1803, 
appeals  were  given,  instead  of  writs  of  error,  in  cases  of 
equity  and  admiralty  jurisdiction,  and  it  was  provided  that 
they  should  be  subject  to  the  same  rules,  regulations,  and 
restrictions  as  were  prescribed  in  law  in  cases  of  writs  of 
error,  and  the  same  limitation  applied,  of  course,  to  appeals 
as  to  writs  of  error. 

The  case,  it  was  admitted,  by  Mr.  Phillips,  might,  under 
certain  views  of  what  was  decided  in  Hanger  v.  Abbott*  be 
supposed  to  be  taken  out  of  the  operation  of  these  acts; 

*  6  Wallace,  682. 
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the  rebellion  having  broken  out  so  soon  after  the  decree 
was  affirmed  in  the  Circuit  Court.  But  he  argued  that  the 
doctrine  of  Hanger  v.  Abbott  was  not  rightly  applicable  to 
this  special  matter  of  practice,  fixed,  as  it  was,  by  positive 
statutes.  Whichever  way,  however,  that  might  be,  the  pro- 
visions made  by  an  act  of  March  2d,  1867,*  on  the  very  sub- 
ject of  appeals  during  the  rebellion,  concluded,  as  he  argued, 
the  matter.     That  statute  ran  thus : 

"  Where  any  appeal  or  writ  of  error  has  been  brought  to  the 
Supreme  Court  from  any  final  judgment  or  decree  of  an  inferior 
court  of  the  United  States  for  any  judicial  district  in  which, 
subsequently  to  the  rendition  of  such  judgment  or  decree,  the 
regular  sessions  of  such  court  have  been  suspended  or  inter- 
rupted by  insurrection  or  rebellion,  such  appeal  or  writ  of  error 
shall  be  valid  and  effectual,  notwithstanding  the  time  limited  by 
law  for  bringing  the  same  may  have  previously  expired;  and  in 
cases  where  no  appeal  or  writ  of  error  has  been  brought  from 
any  ^uch  judgment  or  decree,  such  appeal  or  writ  of  error  may 
he  brought  within  one  year /rom  the  passage  of  this  act  J* 

Mr.  Phillips  contended  that  this  statute  had  prescribed  in 
a  positive  way,  a  limitation  of  one  year  from  its  enactment 
within  which  to  bring  up  appeals  situated  as  this  one  had 
been.  The  time  given  by  the  act  was  abundant,  and  there 
was  no  reason,  since  its  passage,  for  resorting  to  the  privi- 
leges— doubtful  as  applied  to  cases  like  this — of  Hanger  v. 
Abbott. 

Mr.  F.  S.  Blounty  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  BRADLEY,  having  stated  the  case,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  plain  that  by  the  literal  terms  of  the  act  of  1789  the 
period  of  limitation  had  expired  more  than  three  years  prior 
to  the  taking  of  this  appeal.  But  this  court  has  decided, 
in  the  case  of  Hanger  v.  Abbott^  that  a  statute  of  limitations 
did  not  run,  during  the  rebellion,  against  a  party  residing  in 

*  14  Stat,  at  Large,  645. 
VOL.  IX.  44 
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Kew  Hampshire,  so  as  to  preclude  his  remedy  for  a  debt 
against  a  person  residing  in  Arkansas,  one  of  the  insurrec- 
tionary States.  It  is  unnecessary  to  go  over  again  the  ground 
which  was  examined  in  that  case.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
the  same  law  applies  to  this.  And  by  throwing  out  of  the 
eight  years  which  elapsed  between  the  decree  and  the  appeal 
the  four  years  and  more  during  which  the  war  continued,  the 
time  is  reduced  to  a  period  of  less  than  five  years. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  act  of  March  2d,  1867,  has  regu- 
lated this  subject,  and  has  prescribed  a  limitation  of  one  year 
from  the  passage  of  that  act  within  which  to  bring  all  appeals 
and  writs  of  error  which  were  suspended  or  interrupted  by 
the  rebellion.  We  are  of  opinion  that  this  statute  is  an  en- 
abling and  not  a  restraining  one ;  that  it  was  not  intended 
to  take  away  any  right  of  appeal,  but  to  continue  the  right 
in  cases  where  it  had  been  lost.  "  Where  the  coninion  law 
and  a  statute  differ,"  says  Blackstone,  ^'  the  common  law* 
gives  place  to  the  statute ;  and  an  old  statute  gives  place  to 
a  new  one.  .  .  But  this  is  to  be  understood  only  when  the 
latter  statute  is  couched  in  negative  terms,  or  where  its  matter 
is  so  clearly  repugnant  that  it  necessarily  implies  a  nega- 
tive."* Such  repugnancy  does  not  exist  here.  Many  cases 
may  be  supposed,  in  which  the  right  of  appeal  would  be 
saved  by  the  statute  of  1867,  which  would  not  be  saved  by 
the  act  of  1789  and  the  operation  of  the  common  law  rule 
followed  in  Havger  v.  Abbott  If  four  years  of  the  five 
elapsed  before  the  war,  the  right  of  appeal  would  be  saved 
by  the  act  of  1867,  but  would  be  gone  under  the  operation 
of  the  act  of  1789,  unless  the  appeal  were  brought  before 
the  passage  of  the  former  act.  If  Congress  had  intended  to 
limit  all  appeals  from  courts  in  the  insurrectionary  States  to 
one  year  from  the  passage  of  the  law,  it  should  have  been 

so  expressed  in  the  act. 

Motion  dbnibd. 

*  1  Commentaries,  89. 
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1.  The  claims  of  American  citisens  against  Spain,  for  which  by  the  conven- 

tion (subsequently  becoming  the  treaty)  of  February  22d,  1819|  the 
United  States  undertook  to  make  satisfeustion  to  an  amount  not  exceed- 
ing $5,000,000  were  such  claims  as,  at  the  date  of  the  convention,  were 
unliquidated^  and  statements  of  which  had  been  presented  to  the  De- 
partment of  State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States.  And  within 
this  class,  on  the  said  22d  of  February,  were  the  claims  of  the  late 
Richard  W.  Meade.  And  this  was  the  only  class  that  the  commission- 
ers appointed  subsequently,  on  the  ratification  of  the  treaty,  to  pass  upon 
claims,  had  power  to  pass  upon. 

2.  The  convention,  a^  signed  February  22d,  1819,  subject  to  ratification 

within  six  months,  though  it  was  not  ratified  within  the  time  stipu- 
.  lated,  was  never  abandoned,  though  some  expressions  in  the  notification 
of  August  2l6t,  1819,  by  the  United  States  to  Spain  (notifying  to  that 
government  that  after  the  next  day,  **a8  the  ratifications  of  the  con- 
vention will  not  have  been  exchanged, ''  all  the  claims  and  pretensions 
of  the  United  States  will  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  if  that  conven- 
tion had  never  been  made),  indicated  that  the  United  States  might  be 
induced  to  refuse  to  carry  it  into  efiect. 

8.  This  notification  did  not,  by  the  non-ratification  within  the  six  months, 
make  revocable  the  power  which  citizens  of  the  United  States,  by  filing 
their  claims  with  it,  had  given  their  government  to  make  reclamations 
against  Spain  in  their  behalf,  nor  did  Mr.  Meade  in  point  of  fact  revoke 
the  power  which  he  had  so  given  his  government. 

4.  Mr.  Meade  having  subsequently  to  the  appointment  of  commissioners 
presented  to  them  his  claims,  not  in  an  unliquidated  form,  but  in  the 
shape  of  a  debt  acknowledged  by  Spain  in  a  judgment  against  it  given 
by  a  royal  junta,  or  special  judicial  tribunal  of  that  country,  made  after 
the  above-mentioned  notification  by  the  United  States,  the  commis- 
sioners properly  rejected  the  claims  as  thus  made.  They  did  not  reject 
his  claims  in  their  unliquidated  form,  and  as  filed  previously  to  the  con- 
vention, in  the  Department  of  State  and  with  the  American  minister. 

6.  The  fact  that  before  the  said  commission  rejected  the  claim  of  Mr.  Meade 
in  the  form  in  which  he  had  presented  it — the  form,  namely,  of  an 
award  or  judgment  by  a  Spanish  tribunal  for  a  sum  certain — he  re- 
quested the  government  of  the  United  States  to  procure  from  the  Span- 
ish government  his  original  vouchers  and  evidences  of  debt,  under  a 
clause  of  the  treaty  which  obliged  the  Spanish  government  to  furnish, 
at  the  instance  of  the  said  commissioners,  all  such  documents  and  eluci- 
dations as  might  be  in  their  possession  for  the  adjustment  of  the  unliqui- 
dated claims  provided  for  by  the  treaty,  does  not,  even  assuming  that 
it  shows  that  he  meant  to  present  his  claims  in  an  unliquidated  form 
show  any  cause  of  action  against  the  United  States  over  which  the 
Court  of  Claims  could  exercise  jurisdiction. 
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6.  The  award  of  the  tribunal  of  the  Spanish  government  in  favor  of  Mr. 

Meade,  made  on  the  19tb  May,  1820,  was  not,  in  that  form,  included  bj 
the  6th  article  of  the  convention  of  February  22d,  1819,  renouncing  cer- 
tain unliquidated  claims  then  existing. 

7.  There  having  been  no  evidence  in  a  finding  of  the  Court  of  Claims  that 

an  assurance,  which  that  court  found  as  matter  of  fact  had  been  given 
by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  the  court  of  Madrid,  to  the 
government  of  Spain,  that  a  debt  due  by  the  last-named  government  to 
Mr.  Meade  would  certainly  be  paid,  if  a  treaty  whose  ratification  had 
been  suspended  was  ratified,  and  which  treaty  was  afterwards  ratified, 
was  given  in  pursuance  of  any  instructions  from  the.  President  or  by 
virtue  of  any  authority  from  the  United  States,  the  said  assurance  is  to 
be  regarded  as  having  been  given  without  authority,  and  therefore  to 
be  held  void. 

8.  This  court  does  not  agree  with  the  Court  of  Claims  in  its  opinion  that,  on 

the  facts  found  by  it,  the  United  States,  by  the  acceptance  of  the  treaty 
of  Spain  of  February  22d,  1819,  and  the  cession  of  the  Floridas,  unin- 
cumbered by  certain  private  grants,  to  a  recognition  of  which  as  valid 
our  government  had  objected,  appropriated  the  property  of  Mr.  Meade, 
and  that  he  acquired  a  good  claim  against  them  for  $878,879.88,  for 
which  they  were  not  liable  legally  and  judicially  except  by  and  through 
the  investigation,  allowance,  and  award  of  the  commissioners  appointed 
under  the  treaty.  But  they  do  agree  with  that  court  in  the  opinion 
that  the  decision  of  the  commissioners,  dismissing  the  claim  in  the  form 
in  which  it  was  presented  to  them,  barred  a  recovery  in  the  Court  of 
Claims  on  merits.  And  that  the  joint  resolution  of  Congress  of  July 
26th,  1866,  referring  the  case  baclc  to  the  Court  of  Claims  after  it  had 
been  once  decided  adversely  to  the  claimant,  was  not  a  waiver  of  the 
bar,  and  did  not  allow  that  court  to  consider  it  upon  merits  irrespec- 
tively of  the  dismissal  by  the  commissioners. 

9.  This  court,  in  conclusion,  expresses  its  regret,  that  entitled  as  Mr.  Meade 

clearly  was  to  prove  his  unliquidated  claims  before  the  commissioners 
he  did  not  do  so,  and  they  observe  that  now  the  only  remedy  of  his 
representatives  is  by  "  an  appeal  to  the  equity  of  Congress." 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Claims.    The  case  was  thus: 

Richard  W.  Meade,  of  Philadelphia,  a  native-born  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  went  to  Spain  towards  the  beginning 
of  this  century,  and  became  engaged  extensively  in  com- 
merce with  that  country.  He  was  there  during  the  invasion 
of  the  French  under  Napoleon,  and  continued  to  reside  there 
until  the  year  1821.  While  so  resident  he  entered  into  nu- 
merous contracts  with  the  Spanish  government  after  the 
year  1802,  and  before  the  year  1819,  which  involved  large 
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ainoants  of  money,  and  his  resources  contributed  to  the 
support  of  that  government  during  its  contests  with  the 
French.  By  this  means  Spain  became  largely  his  debtor. 
After  the  restoration  of  the  King  of  Spain  to  the  throne,  Mr. 
Meade  was  seized  and  imprisoned  by  order  of  the  govern- 
ment, confined  for  a  long  period  of  time,  and  finally  released 
only  by  reason  of  the  active  interposition  of  the  government 
of  the  United  States  in  his  behalf.  About  the  time  of  his 
release  our  government  and  Spain  were  in  negotiations  in 
regard  to  claims  which  citizens  of  the  United  States  were 
making  upon  Spain  for  wrongs  done  to  them ;  in  which 
Negotiations  a  cession  of  the  region  known  as  the  Floridas 
to  the  United  States  had  been  proposed.  And  on  the  6th' 
June,  1818,  Mr.  Meade  being  then  in  Spain,  addressed  a 
letter  to  Mr.  Adams,  our  then  Secretary  of  State,  informing 
him  of  a  hint  which  he  had  received,  that  his  just  claims 
against  the  governme,nt  of  Spain,  and  such  further  sum  as 
he  might  advance,  might  be  satisfied  by  a  cession  of  lands 
in  that  region,  and  desiring  to  know  whether  this  would 
interfere  with  the  designs  of  the  United  States.  In  reply  to 
this  letter  he  was  informed  that  no  such  cession  would  be 
recognized  if  made  after  a  certain  date,  to  be  fixed  by  the 
contracting  parties.  Mr.  Meade  thereupon  abandoned  the 
idea  of  getting  satisfaction  of  his  claim  by  a  grant  of  land, 
and  there  being  now  a  prospect  that  a  treaty  would  be  made 
in  which  all  claims,  including  his  own,  would  be  provided 
for,  he  submitted,  January  17th,  1819,  the  claim  to  the  De- 
partment of  State  ^'  for  that  protection  which  his  government 
might  think  proper  to  grant.''  The  claim,  as  sent  by  Mr. 
Meade  to  the  United  States,  showed  an  aggregate  of  near 
1400,000. 

On  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  a  treaty  was  signed"^  between 
the  United  States  and.  Spain,  by  which  the  Floridas  were 
agreed  to  be  ceded  to  the  United  States,  we  contracting  that 
all  grants  made  therein  by  Spain,  before  January  24th,  1818 
(the  date  when  the  proposal  for  cession  was  made),  should  be 

*  8  SUt.  at  Large,  268,  260. 


694  Mbadb  v.  Unitsd  States.  [Sup.  Ct 

Statement  of  the  case. 

coniirmed  to  the  persons  in  the  possession;  and  both  parties 
agreeing  that  all  grants  made  subsequently  to  that  date 
should  be  void.  By  the  9th  article  the  two  governments 
reciprocally  renounced 

^' All  claims  for  damages  or  injuries  which  they  themselves, 
as  well  as  their  respective  citizens  and  subjects,  may  have  suf- 
fered until  the  time  of  signing  this  treaty." 

In  the  same  article  (one  which  brought  Mr.  Meade's  no- 
tices within  the  treaty),  it  was  specified  (Specification  5)  that 
this  renunciation  extended 

<*  To  all  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  upon  the  Span- 
ish government,  statements  of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition 
of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  have  been  presented  to 
the  Department  of  State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States 
in  Spain,  since  the  date  of  the  convention  of  1802.  and  until  the 
signature  of  this  treaty." 

The  11th  article  of  the  treaty  opened  as  follows : 

^^The  United  States,  exonerating  Spain  from  all  demands  in 
future  on  account  of  the  claims  of  their  citizens  to  which  the  re^ 
nunciations  herein  contained  extend^  and  considering  them  entirely 
cancelled,  undertake  to  make  satisfaction  for  the  same  to  an 
amount  not  exceeding  five  millions  of  dollars.^* 

It  was  agreed  that  there  should  be  a  commission  ^^to 
ascertain  the  full  amount  and  validity  of  those  claims;"  such 
commission  to  ^^  hear,  examine,  and  decide  upon  the  same 
within  three  years  from  the  time  of  their  first  meeting." 
And  it  was  agreed  further,  that  "the  Spanish  government 
shall  furnish  all  such  documents  and  elucidations  as  may  be 
in  their  possession,  for  the  adjustment  of  the  said  claims; 
the  said  documents  to  be  specified,  when  demanded,  al  iht 
instance  of  said  commissioners.^* 

The  final  ratification  of  this  treaty  was  limited  by  its  tenns  to 
the  22d  of  August,  1819. 

On  the  10th  of  March,  1819,  after  the  treaty  had  been 
ratified  by  the  United  States,  but  before  it  was  ratified  by 
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Spain,  the  government  of  the  United  States  notified  to  the 
government  of  Spain  that  the  article  in  the  treaty  which 
provided  that  all  grants  of  lands  made  by  Spain  in  the 
Floridas  after  the  24th  of  January,  18.18,  should  be  declared 
null  and  void,  ^'  had  been  agreed  to  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States,  with  a  clear  understanding  that  it  included  certain 
grants  alleged  to  have  been  made,  in  the  course  of  the  pre- 
ceding winter,  by  the  King  to  the  Duke  of  Alagon,  the  Count 
Rostro,  and  a'  certain  Mr.  Vargas,"  and  that  the  exchange 
of  ratifications  must  be  '^with  a  full  and  clear  understand- 
ing" that  these  were  '^  among  the  grants  thus  declared  null 
and  void/*  In  point  of  fact  the  grants  which  the  United 
States  insisted  were  by  the  treaty  declared  null  and  void, 
bad  been  made  prior  to  the  24th  day  of  January,  1818  (the 
date  when  the  cession  was  proposed).  And  upon  the  noti- 
fication given  by  our  government,  the  government  of  Spain 
refused  to  exchange  ratifications,  alleging  that  such  declara^ 
tion  or  understanding,  with  regard  to  the  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  treaty,  would  "  annul  one  of  its  most  clear,  precise, 
and  conclusive  articles."  And  that  government  continued 
to  refuse  to  ratify  the  treaty  until  the  22d  of  August  (the 
limit  of  time  provided  for  the  ratification)  had  passed. 

On  the  21st  of  August,  1819,  the  United  States  notified 
to  Spain,  that  "  after  the  22d  day  of  the  present  monthy  as  the 
ratifications  of  the  convention  of  the  22d  of  February  will 
not  have  been  exchanged,  aU  the  clmma  and  pretensions  of  the 
United  States^  which,  with  the  spirit  of  moderation,  the  love 
of  peace,  and  the  delusive  expectation  that  all  causes  of  differ- 
ence and  dispute  with  Spain  would  be  thereby  adjusted  and 
settled,  they  consented  to  modify  or  waive,  wUl  stand  in  the 
same  situation  as  if  that  convention  had  never  been  rnadeJ*^ 

After  the  notices  above-mentioned  had  been  given  by  the 
United  States  to  Spain,  and  after  the  time  for  exchanging 
ratifications  of  the  treaty  of  22d  of  February,  1819,  had  ex- 
pired, Mr.  Meade  proceeded  to  prosecute  his  several  claims 
before  a  royal  junta  of  Spain,"^  which  had  been  appointed  to 

*  A  special  tribunal  or  commUsion,  inyested  with  judicial  powersj  under 
the  laws  of  Spain. 
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hear  and  determine  his  claims  by  the  government  of  Spain, 
at  the  solicitation  and  with  the  approval  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States^  expressed  before  the  signing  of  the  treaty  of 
22d  of  February,  1819.  While  the  ratifications  of  the  treaty 
were  held  in  abeyance,  as  alreadj'  stated,  Mr.  Meade  re- 
frained from  prosecuting  Iiis  claims  before  this  junta;  but 
after  the  notices  given  by  the  United  States  to  Spain,  to  wit, 
on  the  Slst  of  August,  1819,  and  at  various  times  thereafter, 
he  appeared  before  the  junta,  and  produced,'  under  and  in 
presence  of  a  decision  thereof,  all  his  original  documents, 
vouchers,  and  evidences  of  debt,  and  also  evidence  as  to  his 
alleged  personal  injuries.  And  on  the  19th  day  of  May, 
1820,  the  junta,  with  the  approval  of  the  King  of  Spain, 
made  a  decree,  by- which  it  was  adjudged  that  the  govern- 
ment of  Spain  was  indebted  to  him  upon  his  claims  and 
accounts,  and  for  interest  on  them  down  to  the  time  of  the 
award,  and  for  his  personal  injuries,  in  a  sum  in  gross,  given 
in  Spanish  money,  and  equivalent,  in  the  currency  of  the 
United  States,  to  ^^373,879.88.  The  King  of  Spain  at  the 
same  time  approved,  transmitted,  and  delivered  to  Mr.  Meade 
the  formal  certificate  or  evidence  of  such  award,  which  was, 
by  the  laws  and  customs  of  Spain,  final  and  conclusive  upon 
the  respective  parties,  and  possessed  all  the  solemnity  and 
verity  of  a  judgment,  and  the  record  thereof,  in  courts  of 
the  common  law.  Mr.  Meade  was,  however,  at  the  same 
time,  by  the  junta,  required  tOy  and  did  surrender  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  Spain  all  his  original  documents,  vouchers,  and 
evidences  of  debt  establishing  his  claims.  These  were  re- 
ceived by  the  Spanish  government,  "cancelled,**  and  .car- 
ried, in  its  fiscal  department,  to  the  various  accounts  to 
which  they  respectively  belonged,  and  were  considered  and 
treated  by  that  government  as  forever  discharged  and  merged. 
They  were  never  restored  to  Mr.  Meade,  nor  to  his  repre- 
sentatives. Immediately  after  the  decree  was  rendered,  the 
government  of  Spain  and  Mr.  Meade  each  duly  notified  it 
to  the  government  of  the  United  States,  which  government 
raised  no  objection  to  ii^  httj  on  the  contrary ^  expressed  its  ap- 
proval to  both  the  government  of  Spain  and  to  Mr.  Meade, 
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In  addition  to  what  immediately  precedes  (the  first  four 
findings,  in  substance,  of  the  Court  of  Claims),  that  court 
went  on  to  find,  in  terms,  as  follows : 

Fifth. — After  the  award  rendered  by  the  junta,  to  wit,  in 
August,  1820,  the  government  of  Spain  resumed  the  consider- 
ation of  the  treaty  of  22d  February,  1819,  and  of  the  demand 
made  by  the  United  States,  that  the  three  certain  private  grants 
of  lands  in  the  Floridas,  made  by  Spain  to  her  own  citizens,  not 
included  in  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  should  be  annulled.  And 
the  Cortes  of  Spain,  in  which  body  was  vested  the  sole  consti- 
tutional power  to  annul  such  private  grants  or  cessions,  refused 
to  annul  the  same  until  the  United  States  should  agree  to  pay 
and  discharge  in  full  the  indebtedness  of  Spain  to  the  said  Meade, 
upon  the  award  of  the  royal  junta.  And  thereupon  the  United 
States,  by  their  minister  at  the  Court  of  Madrid,  gave  to  Spfiin 
'*  a  clear  and  distinct  assurance  that  the  debt  due  to  Richard  W. 
Meade  would  certainly  be  paid  to  him  by  the  United  States,  if 
the  treaty  were  ratified  by  the  Spanish  government,  and  the 
cessions  (to  the  Duke  of  Alagon,  and  the  Count  Sastro,  and  Mr. 
Vargas)  totally  annulled."  And  upon  the  faith  of  these  assur- 
ances the  Spanish  government  annulled  such  three  private  ces- 
sions, and  duly  ratified  the  said  treaty,  whereby  the  Floridas, 
free  of,  and  unincumbered  by,  these  private  grants,  passed  to 
the  United  States.  And  the  said  Meade  duly  notified  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  of  the  assurances  given  by  their 
minister,  and  that  the  Spanish  govern mftnt  had  acted  upon  the 
faith  thereof  when  annulling  the  private  grants  and  ratifying 
the  treaty,  which  notice  was  duly  received  by  the  President, 
and  by  him  transmitted  to  the  Senate  while  that  body  was  con- 
sidWing  the  acceptance  or  re-ratification  of  the  treaty.  And  the 
United  States,  with  full  notice  and  knowledge  of  all  the  facts 
and  circumstances  set  forth  in  this  finding,  did,  on  the  19th  of 
February,  1821,  accept  and  assent  to  the  treaty,  as  ratified  by 
Spain,  and  became  seized  and  possessed  of  the  Floridas  thereby. 

Sixth, — And  the  said  Meade,  at  the  time  the  acceptance  of 
the  treaty,  as  ratified  by  Spain,  was  under  consideration  in  the 
Senate,  notified  the  United  States  that  the  award  of  the  royal 
junta  was  a  good  and  valid  certificate  or  evidence  of  indebted- 
ness, and  that  he  protested  against  the  same  being  appropriated 
by  the  United  States,  unless  express  provision  should  at  the 
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same  time  be  made  for  the  fUU  payment  thereof  by  them  ex- 
clasive  of  any  provision  which  might  be  made  for  American 
claimants,  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty.  And  he  also  requested 
that  such  award  held  by  him  be  expressly  excepted  and  excluded 
from  any  operation  of  the  treaty,  and  that  he  be  allowed  to  seek 
the  payment  thereof  from  Spain.  But  the  United  States,  on 
the  contrary,  against  the  will  and  consent  of  said  Meade,  did 
take  and  appropriate  such  indebtedness  of  the  Spanish  govern- 
ment;  and  did  relinquish  the  same  to  Spain,  and  discharge  and 
release  Spain  from  the  payment  thereof.  And  such  claim^  demand, 
or  award  belonging  to  the  said  Meade,  so  taken  and  appropriated, 
constituted  and  was  in  fact  a  part  of  the  consideration  paid  by  the 
United  States  to  Spain  for  the  cession  of  the  Floridas,  and  the  sole 
consideration  paid  to  Spain  by  the  United  States  for  an  annulment 
of  the  three  private  grants. 

The  treaty  being  thus  finally  ratified,  commiBsionerfl  were 
appointed  in  accordance  with  its  terms.  The  findings  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  give  the  subsequent  history  of  the  case  thus: 

Seventh, — The  said  Meade,  after  the  taking  or  appropriation  of 
his  property  or  award  by  the  defendants,  as  set  forth  in  the  sixth 
finding,  did  demand  payment  therefor  from  the  defendants,  bat 
was  not  paid ;  and,  on  the  contrary,  he  was  required  to  present 
his  demand  to  the  commissioners  appointed  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  terms  of  the  treaty  of  22d  of  February,  1819.  And  the 
commissioners,  upon  such  award  or  decree  of  the  royal  junta  being 
presented  to  them,  did  refuse  to  allow  the  same ;  and,  on  the  con- 
trary, did  determine  and  decide  that  the  only  claims  against 
Spain  which  they  had  authority  to  investigate  and  allow  were 
claims  existing  prior  to  the  date  of  the  treaty  of  22d  of  Febro* 
ary,  1819,  and  that  inasmuch  as  the  award  or  decree  of  the  royal 
junta  was  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  treaty,  they  had  no  au- 
thority to  investigate  or  allow  it;  and  the  commissioners  accord- 
ingly did,  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  1824,  reject  and  dismiss  the 
same. 

The  next  finding  had  reference  to  a  matter  which  made 
another  topic  in  the  case.    It  was  thus : 

Eighth. — As  soon  as  the  commissioners  notified  the  said  Meade 
of  their  determination  to  reject  his  demand  for  the  payment  of 
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his  award  by  the  royal  junta,  but  before  their  final  decision  or 
rejection  of  the  same,  he  duly  requested,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  of 
April,  1823,  the  defendants  to  procure  from  the  Spanish  govern- 
ment his  original  vouchers  and  evidences  of  indebtedness  de- 
scribed in  the  fourth  finding;  and  the  defeqdant» accordingly  did 
request  the  Spanish  government  to  furnish  and  transmit  the 
same  to  them.  But  the  Spanish  government  did  positively  re- 
fuse to  produce  and  deliver  up  such  vouchers  and  evidences  of 
indebtedness,  upon  the  ground  that  the  award  of  the  royal  junta 
was  a  judicial  decree,  and  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  parties 
by  the  laws  and  customs  of  Spain,  and  that  the  said  vouchers 
were  merged  therein,  and  had  been  given  up  to  and  duly  filed 
and  credited  in  the  department  of  finance.  And  the  Spanish 
government  did  subsequently  assure  the  defendants  that  such 
cancelled  vouchers  would  be  given  up  as  requested;  but  the 
same  never  were  so  produced  and  given  up,  and  have  ever  since 
been  and  are  still  held  by  the  government  of  Spain.  And  by 
reason  of  such  refusal  aod  neglect  on  the  part  of  Spain  to  de- 
liver up  and  surrender  such  vouchers,  the  commission  never 
considered  or  allowed  the  same,  nor  any  portion  of  the  demand 
of  the  said  Meade.  And,  on  the  contrary,  the  commission  al- 
lowed the  claims  of  other  persons  existing  prior  to  the  date  of 
the  treaty,  to  an  amount  in  the  aggregate  of  $5,454,545.13. 
And  the  defendants  thereupon  paid  away  upon  such  allowed 
claims  pro  rata  the  sum  of  $5,000,000,  being  the  whole  of  the 
amount  provided  by  said  treaty  and  the  acts  of  Congress  in  fur- 
therance for  the  liquidation  thereof.  And  on  the  8th  of  June, 
1824,  ailer  making  such  awards,  the  said  commission  expired. 

Being  thus  unable  to  proceed  further  in  any  way  before 
the  commission,  Mr.  Meade  brought  the  matter  before  Con- 
gress. It  was  steadily  kept  before  the  attention  of  that 
body  until  the  establishment  of  the  Court  of  Claims.  After 
the  establishment  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  11th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1856,  the  Senate,  by  resolution,  referred  the  case  to 
that  court  for  adjudication,  and  on  the  17th  of  October, 
1859,  a  decision  was  given  (by  a  divided  court)  adverse  to 
the  claim. 

At  that  time  the  decisions  of  the  court  were  reported  to 
Congress,  and  the  claim  went  back  and  received  the  further 
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coDsideratioQ  of  Congress.  In  1863  the  Court  of  Claims  was 
reorganized  by  an  act  of  Congress,*  which  gave  it  jurisdic- 
tion over  private  claims  against  the  government,  "  founded 
upon  any  law  of  Congress,  or  upon  any  regulation  of  an  ex- 
ecutive department,  or  upon  apy  contract^  express  or  implied^ 
with  the  government  of  the  United  States;"  and  subsequently 
to  this.  Congress  by  a  joint  resolution  reciting  that  doubts 
were  entertained  whether  the  claim  of  the  estate  of  Mr. 
Meade  was  within  a  section  of  the  said  act,  resolved  "  that 
the  said  claim  be  and  the  same  hereby  is  referred  to  the 
Court  of  Claims  for  adjudication  thereof,  pursuant  to  author- 
ity conferred  upon  said  court  by  any  existing  law  to  examine 
and  decide  claims  against  the  United  States."  The  court 
then  heard  the  case  anew,  and  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
laid  down  by  this  court  regulating  appeals  from  the  Court 
of  Claims,t  made  a  finding  which  was  meant  to  be  a  find- 
ing of  facts,  and  reported  also  the  conclusions  in  law  of  the 
court  upon  them.  The  "finding  of  facts"  is  given  in  what 
precedes.  It  purported  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  the 
rule  of  this  court  which  should  govern  such  finding,  a  rule 
in  these  words : 

'^  The  facts  so  found  are  to  be  the  ultimate  facts  or  proposi- 
tiontt  which  the  evidence  shall  establish  in  the  nature  of  a  spe- 
cial verdict,  and  not  the  evidence  on  which  these  ultimate  facts  are 
founded.^* 

Upon  the  findings  of  fact  as  made  by  it  the  Court  of 
Claims,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  decided: 

1.  That,  by  the  acceptance  of  the  treaty  with  Spain  of  22d 
February,  1819,  and  the  cession  of  the  Floridas,  free  of,  and 
unincumbered  by,  the  three  private  grunts,  the  United  States 
took  and  appropriated  the  property  of  Mr.  Meude,  and  that 
he  thereby,  on  the  19th  of  February,  1821,  acquired  a  good 
and  valid  claim  against  them  for  $373,879.88. 

2.  That  the  United  States  were  not  liable  legally  and  Ju- 
dicially for  such  appropriation  so  taken  for  the  public  use, 

*  12  8ut.  at  Large,  766.  t  ^  Wallace,  7. 
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except  by  and  through  the  investigation,  allowance,  and 
award  of  the  commission  appointed  by  the.  United  States, 
under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  treaty  with  Spain  of  22d  of 
February,  1819,  and  that  the  decision  of  such  commission 
dismissing  the  same  was  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  claim- 
ant, and  bars  a  recovery  upon  the  merits  in  this  court. 

8,  That  the  joint  resolution,  25th  July,  1866,  referring 
back  this  case  after  the  same  had  been  once  decided  by  the 
former  Court  of  Claims  adversely  to  the  claimant,  was  not 
a  waiver  of  the  said  bar,  and  did  not  allow  this  court  to  ad- 
judge and  decide  the  case  upon  the  merits  irrespective  of 
the  decision  and  dismissal  by  the  said  commission. 

And  that  judgment  should  be  rendered  herein  for  the  de- 
fendants, and  the  petition  be  dismissed. 

From  this  decree  the  representative  of  Mr.  Meade  took 
an  appeal  here. 

Messrs.  Bradley  and  Cashing j  for  the  appellant : 

I.  Mr.  Meade's  submission  of  his  claims  upon  Spain,  to 
the  Department  of  State,  on  the  prospect  of  a  treaty^ s  being 
concluded^  was  not  an  absolute  surrender  by  him  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  those  claims,  nor  when  both  the  government  of 
Spain  and  the  United  States  announced,  in  effect,  that  the 
treaty  proposed  would  never  be  ratified — in  other  words,  that 
there  would  be  no  treaty — was  he  bound  forever  from  prose- 
cuting his  claims  against  Spain.  When,  therefore  (1st),  a 
treaty  was  signed  but  provisionally — the  power  to  ratify  being 
limited  in  point  of  time — and  when  (2d)  Spain  by  refusing 
to  ratify  within  the  time  declared  that  she  would  not  agree 
to  the  treaty,  and  whet/(3d  and  finally),  on  the  21st  August 
the  United  States  notified  to  her  that  the  expectation  of  a 
treaty  had  proved  a  "  delusive  expectation,"  and  that  from 
the  next  day  "all  the  claims  and  pretensions  of  the  United 
States  will  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  if  that  convention 
had  never  been  made," — a  notification  which  she  made  ope- 
rative by  an  acceptance  of  the  situation — it  cannot  be  doubted 
that  whatever  authority  had  theretofore  been  given  by  Mr. 
Meade  to  the  United  States,  by  filing  his  claims,  became  re- 
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vocable  by  him.  He  dow  had  a  right,  if  be  pleased,  to  pros- 
ecute his  own  claims  in  his  own  way. 

The  fact  that  new  negotiations  were  entered  upon  after- 
wards, and  that  the  treaty  with  a  new  construction  of  it,  in 
virtue  of  n£W  considerations  received  by  Spain — ^this  being  in 
fact  tantamount  to  a  new  treaty — was  finally  and  years  after- 
wards concluded,  does  not  aflfect  our  position;  nor  in  view  of 
the  complete  vacation  of  proceedings  at  the  23d  of  August, 
would  our  position  be  aftected  even  if  the  treaty  had  been 
re-ratified,  in  its  first  sense.  Mr.  Meade's  submission  we 
assume,  therefore,  became  revocable. 

11.  It  was  actually  revoked.  Mr.  Meade's  act  in  submit- 
ting his  claims  to  the  tribunal  created  by  Spain  on  his  peti- 
tion, and  at  (he  instance  of  the  United  SiateSy — a  submission  made 
after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  in  the  convention  for 
the  ratification  thereof,  and  when  there  was  no  negotiation 
between  Spain  and  the  United  States  for  the  resumption  of 
that  convention, — when  in  point  of  fact,  as  is  known,— though 
this  is  no  part  of  the  findings  and,  therefore,  not  properly 
spoken  of,  Spain  had  recalled  her  minister — and  when,  so 
far  as  anything  appeared,  there  was  no  probability  that  the 
treaty  would  be  ratified  by  Spain — was  an  actual  and  com- 
plete revocation. 

Mr.  Meade  accordingly  accepted  this  condition  of  things. 
And  to  a  tribunal  appointed  by  the  Spanish  government 
^^at  the  solicitation  and  with  the  approval  of  the  United 
States,  expressed  before  the  signing  of  the  treaty,"  actually 
organized  before  the  signature  of  the  treaty  was  known  in 
Spain,  invested  with  judicial  powers  under  the  laws  of  Spain, 
and  which  had  been  appointed  to  hear  and  determine  his 
claims  on  Spain,  he  submitted  his  claims,  and  by  that  tribu- 
nal the  amount  was  adjudicated  on  the  19th  of  May,  1820. 
When  thus  passed  on  and  liquidated  they  were  no  longer 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners.  Our  Secretary 
of  State,  Mr.  Adams,  has  said :  ''  If  anything  in  human  in- 
tention can  be  made  clear  by  human  language,  it  is  that  the 
claims  provided  for  by  the  above  stipulation,  were  in  the 
condition  as  they  had  been  exhibited  at  the  time  of  the  treaty; 
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that  the  autboritj  and  the  trust  of  examining,  ascertaining, 
and  deciding  their  amount  and  validity,  wats  solely  and  ex- 
clusively committed  to  the  commissiona's"  He  affirms  that 
Mr.  Meade's  claim,  if  comprised  at  all  within  the  provisions  of 
the  treaty y  was  as  an  unsettled  claim.  But  it  was  not  unsettled 
in  any  sense  whatever,  as  he  himself  argued,  and  the  com- 
missioners had  no  jurisdiction  over  that  subject-matter. 
The  claims  which  Mr.  Meade  had  at  the  signing  of  the 
treaty,  diverse  in  character,  uncertain  in  validity,  and  unset- 
tled as  to  amount,  had  been  merged  in  the  final  judgment 
of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  Mr.  Meade,  in  fact, 
came  before  the  commissioners,  as  the  findings  show,  only 
because  he  was  ^^ required^^  to  present  his  demand  to  them. 
He  sought,  as  is  plain  by  the  findings,  to  make  the  govern- 
ment pay  irrespectively  of  that  commission.  The  fact  that 
when  thus  ^^required^^  to  present  his  claim  to  the  commis- 
sioners, he  followed  up  his  petition,  and  got  from  them  an 
order  or  call  on  Spain,  under  the  treaty,  to  produce  the 
vouchers  he  had  surrendered  and  which  were  cancelled, 
cannot  be  availed  of  to  support  their  jurisdiction.  No  con- 
sent of  Mr.  Meade  could  give  it.  The  agreement  of  both 
parties  could  not.  The  answer  of  Spain  to  that  demand,  as 
set  out  in  the  eighth  finding,  was  conclusive  *^  that  the  award 
of  the  royal  junta  was  a  judicial  decree,  and  final  and  con- 
clusive on  the  parties  by  the  laws  and  customs  of  Spain,  and 
that  the  vouchers  were  merged  therein,  and  had  been  given 
up  to  be  duly  filed  and  credited  in  the  department  of  finance." 
The  commissioners  decided  that  they  had  no  authority  to  in- 
vestigate or  allow  such  a  claim.  They  did  not  decide  that 
the  petitioner  had  no  case  against  Spain,  or  upon  the  fund 
which  they  were  to  distribute  under  the  treaty,  but  that  they 
had  no  power  or  authority  to  investigate  or  allow  thai  claim; 
that  is  to  say,  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter,  and  they  were  right. 

In  this  state  of  things,  the  claim  being  formally  estab- 
lished at  the  instance  of  our  government,  by  the  judicial 
tribunals  of  Spain,  and  admitted  under  the  most  solemn  act 
as  a  debt  due  from  Spain,  but  with  no  board  constituted  to 
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act  upon  it,  the  United  States,  "  against  the  will  and  consent 
of  said  Meade,  did  take  and  appropriate  such  indebtedness 
of  the  Spanish  government,  and  did  relinquish  the  same  to 
Spain,  and  discharge  and  release  Spain  from  the  payment 
thereof,"  they,  by  their  minister  at  the  court  of  Madrid 
having  given  to  Spain  *'  a  clear  and  distinct  assurance  that 
the  debt  due  to  Richard  W.  Meade  would  certainly  be  paid 
to  him  by  the'  United  States,  if  the  treaty  were  ratified  by 
the  Spanish  government,  and  the  three  private  cessions  an- 
nulled;" and  upon  the  faith  of  these  assurances  the  Spanish 
government  having  annulled  thes^  grants,  ratified  the  treaty, 
and  ceded  the  Floridas  to  the  United  States,  with  an  unin- 
cumbered title.  All  this  was  duly  notified  to  the  United 
States;  and  "with  full  notice  and  knowledge  of  all  these 
facts  and  circumstances,"  on  the  19th  February,  1821,  she 
accepted  and  assented  to  the  treaty  as  ratified  by  Spain,  and 
received  the  Floridas. 

Did  not  this  transaction  take  Mr.  Meade's  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  treaty,  even  assuming  that  after  the  notice 
of  the  United  States  to  Spain,  of  the  21st  of  August,  1819, 
and  the  award  of  the  junta,  it  was  not  already  outside  of  it? 

And  was  not  this  appropriation  of  his  debt  so  known  and 
admitted,  made  under  an  implied,  if  not  an  express  contract 
to  make  compensation  therefor  ? 

But  if  the  claim,  in  any  form,  after  having  passed  into 
judgment  of  the  Spanish  tribunal,  was  still  within  the  class 
of  claims  that  the  commissioners  had  a  right  to  entertain, 
how  stands  the  case?  That  Mr.  Meade  had  a  just  original 
claim  against  Spain  no  one  denies.  By  the  approval  of  his 
own  government  he  had  turned  it  into  res  judicata^  and  in 
doing  so  had  been  "  required  "  by  Spain  to  give  up  to  her 
all  the  evidences  of  it.  *'  Required  "  now  by  our  own  gov- 
ernment to  present  his  claim  to  our  commissioners,  and  they 
having  no  power  to  consider  it  otherwise  than  independently 
of  and  anterior  to  the  judgment  of  the  junta,  he  calls  on  our 
government  to  request  from  Spain,  as  in  pursuance  of  the 
treaty  it  secured  a  right  to  do,  his  original  vouchers.  His 
purpose  was  plainly  to  present  it  in  an  unliquidated  shape. 
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It  was  only  for  the  "  adjustment "  of  claims  under  the  com- 
mission that  the  treaty  gave  a  right  to  ask  for  these  vouchers. 
The  request  to  have  the  vouchers,  was  in  substance  a  pre- 
sentation of  it  in  this  form.  Our  government  does  so  call 
on  Spain  for  these  vouchers,  but  from  want  or  promptness, 
or  want  of  efficiency,  or  from  her  having  made  the  term  of 
the  commission  too  short,  or  from  some  other  cause  connected 
with  her  own  management  or  mismanagement  of  this  part 
of  the  thing,  the  commission  expires  before  the  vouchers  are 
obtained.  The  government  had  undertaken  to  act  as  agent 
or  attorney  for  Mr.  Meade;  to  manage  the  whole  matter; 
and  the  time  to  prove  the  claim  in  the  unliquidated  form, 
having,  as  that  time  was  limited  by  the  government,  been 
too  short  for  her  to  do  her  duty  in  the  premises,  surely  a 
claim  exists  here  for  reimbursement  in  .some  other  form. 
The  case  falls  within  what  is  said  by  Lord  Chancellor  Truro 
in  De  Bode  v.  The  Queen.*  "It  is  admitted  law  that  if  the 
subject  of  a  country  is  spoliated  by  a  foreign  government  he 
is  entitled  to  redress  through  the  means  of  his  own  govern- 
ment. But  if  through  weakness,  timidity,  or  any  other  cause 
on  the  part  of  his  own  government,  no  redress  can  be  ob- 
tained, then  he  has  a  claim  against  his  own  country.''  And 
what  is  there  unjust  in  this?  The  whole  sum  allowed  by 
the  government  ($5,000,000)  has  been  absorbed  by  other 
claims  confessedly  just  If  Mr.  Meade  had  another  claim, 
and  a  just  one  also,  then  it  is  plain  that  Congress,  in  appro- 
priating but  $5,000,000,  ajipropriated  a  sum  insufficient  to 
satisfy  the  just  claims  of  American  citizens,  and  should  in 
some  way  pay  more. 

in.  Assuming,  as  the  Court  of  Claims  decides  it  was,  that 
independently  of  the  joint  resolution  of  July  25th,  1866,  the 
decision  of  the  commissioners  dismissing  Mr.  Meade's  claim 
was  a  bar  to  recovery  upon  merits  in  the  Court  of  Claims, 
that  joint  resolution  was  a  waiver  of  the  bar.  Had  the  case 
been  referred  in  ordinary  routine  it  would  have  probably 
been  no  bar.    Bu^  it  went  back  by  the  special  action  of  Con- 

*  8  Clarke,  House  of  Lords,  465. 
VOL.  IX.  46 
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gress,  to  whose  members  it  was  known  as  fully  as  to  the 
members  of  this  court.  There  never  was  a  case  of  which 
Congress  had  so  thorough  a  knowledge.  Nay,  Congress  had  ' 
before  them  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Claims  dismissing 
the  case  on  tlsis  very  ground.  Must  we  say  that  that  body 
which  established  the  Court  of  Claims  for  the  ends  of  a  great, 
beneficent,  and  liberal  justice,  has  specially  waived  the  former 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims  and  specially  re-referred 
the  case,  only  that  the  court  may  report  its  former  decision 
and  dismiss  it  upon  a  technical  ground  ?  This  would  be  to 
interpose  for  the  United  States  a  defence  which  it  has  itself 
withdrawn. 

Mr.  HoaVy  Attorney -General^  and  Mr.  Talbot^  special  counsel 
for  the  United  StateSy  contra: 

I.  The  case  assbmed  by  the  other  side,  even  if  it  were  ad- 
mitted to  be  true,  does  not  establish  the  existence  of  an  act 
of  Congress,  a  regulation  of  an  executive  department  of  the 
United  States,  or  a  contract  of  the  United  States,  express  or 
implied,  calling  for  the  payment,  by  the  United  States,  of 
the  sum  here  claimed.  Yet  one  of  these  three  things  must 
be  shown  in  order  to  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  against  the 
government  before  the  Court  of  Claims. 

1.  The  treaty  contains  no  such  contract;  its  positive  pro- 
visions exclude  such.  For,  in  the  first  place,  the  undertak- 
ing of  the  United  States  to  make  satisfaction  for  claims  ex- 
tended only  "to  an  amount  not  exceeding  $5,000,000,"  and 
claims  to  that  amount  have  been*paid. 

2.  The  same  article  which  bound  the  United  States  to 
payment  also  provided  for  the  ascertainment  of  what  should 
be  paid.  Those  claims  were  to  be  paid  which  the  stipulated 
commission  should,  within  the  stipulated  term,  determine 
to  be  valid.  Those,  and  no  others;  for  the  treaty  was  the 
ultimate  source,  the  first  foundation,  of  the  authority  of  the 
commission,  which  was  not  the  creature  of  mere  statute. 
Its  term  of  office  was  not  a  statute  term ;  it  was  a  treaty 
term.  Not  its  term  only,  but  also  its  determinations,  derived 
their  authority  from  the  treaty.  This  ends  the  whole  case, 
80  far  as  obligations  to  pay  are  imposed  by  the  treaty. 
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8.  Nor  can  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims  find  lawful 
basis  in  the  facts  stated,  as  found  by  that  court  in  the  fifth 
finding.  The  basis  of  this  finding  lies  among  public  Na- 
tional acts — treaties  between  sovereigns — the  construction 
of  which  is  conclusion  of  law,  and  not  finding  of  fact,  as  in 
transactions  personal,  and  pertinent  to  the  capacity  of  pri- 
vate parties.  [The  learned  counsel  then  went  into  certain 
public  documents,  particularly  an  ofiicial  letter  of  Mr.  Adams, 
our  Secretary  of  State,  and  some  depositions  to  show  that  the 
finding  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  as  a  finding  of  fact,  was  not 
warranted.] 

4.  Nor  does  a  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use 
raise  an  implied  contract  for  compensation  which  can  be  en- 
forced in  the  Court  of  Claims.  The  obligation  to  compen- 
sate for  such  property,  until  expressly  delegated,  rests  upon 
the  sovereign,  upon  Congress,  and  is  not  to  be  assumed  by 
any  subordinate  branch  of  the  government. 

II.  The  validity  of  the  claim  is  urged  on  the  ground  that 
the  United  States  neglected  to  demand  or  to  obtain  in  season 
the  evidence  from  Spain,  and  the  right  to  recover  si^ems  to 
be  placed  on  the  ground,  that  in  respect  to  any  claim  which 
the  United  States  undertakes  to  conduct,  they  stand  in  the 
relation  of  attorney  to  the  client  in  the  prosecution  of  that 
claim,  and  are  responsible  for  laches  under  precisely  all  the 
stringent  rules  of  common  law  applicable  to  the  personal 
relations  of  client  and  counsel.  But  the  responsibility  of 
an  attorney  to  his  client  is  founded  on  the  fact  that  the 
attorney  **  undertakes  to  conduct"  the  business  of  his  client 
tor  pay  and  compensation,  a  method  in  which  the  United 
States  never  undertakes  to  conduct,  with  foreign  govern- 
ments, the 'claims  of  its  citizens.  The  United  States,  then, 
never  undertakes  to  conduct  a  case  in  the  manner  implied 
by  this  proposition,  and  it  falls  to  the  ground  for  want  of 
facts  to  which  it  will  apply. 

Independently  of  all  which  the  government  is  not  respon- 
sible for  the  laches  of  its  oflScers  or  agents.* 

*  Gibbons  v.  United  SUtes,  8  WaUace,  269. 
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Reply. — I.  The  government,  it  turns  out,  caiyiot  stand  upon 
the  findings  of  fact  by  the  Court  of  Claims;  especially  not 
upon  the  fifth  one.  It  is  compelled  to  attack  them,  and  to  say 
that  that  court  when  professing  to  find  facts  really  made  con* 
elusions  of  law;  and  then  it  goes  behind  the  findings  to  show 
error  in  them.  The  weakness  of  the  government  case  is  dis* 
closed  at  once.  We  deny  that  the  fifth  finding  is  not  a  find- 
ing of  facts.  Every  finding  which  repoiis  "  ultimate  facts," 
instead  of  reporting  by  prouis  and  m  his  verbis^  the  evidence 
on  which  those  facts  rest,  might  be  attacked  as  not  being  a 
finding  of  fact.*  Yet  it  is  precisely  this  sort  of  facts,  "  ulti- 
mate facts,"  that  this  court,  by  its  general  rules,  requires 
the  Court  of  Claims  to  find  and  send  up  to  it,  and  for  not 
finding  and  sending  up  which,  but  for  finding  and  sending 
up  instead  the  evidefUie  of  those  facts — the  sort  of  thing  which 
the  government  here  argues  should  be  sent  up — that  iu 
United  States  v.  Johnson\  this  court  returned  the  record  to 
the  Court  of  Claims,  in  order  to  send  things  in  a  cleaner 
form.  This  court  wants  a  case,  not  the  evidence  from  which 
a  case  )s  made  up.  It  has  confidence  in  the  ability  of  the 
Court  of  Claims  to  find  the  facts;  "  a  tribunal  which,"  as  it 
declared  in  United  States  v.  AdamSyX  "  must,  of  necessity,  in- 
quire into  them  fully,  and  which  having  ample  time,  and 
being  otherwise  every  way  competent,  may  be  relied  on  to 
state  them  truly."  Certainly  it  will  be  conceded  that  every 
one  of  the  findings  in  the  fifth  finding  mat/  be  a  fact.  And 
when  the  Court  of  Claims  finds  each  as  a  fact — ^finding  after- 
wards, conclusions  of  law  upon  them  all,  as  facts — those  find- 
ings must,  now  and  here,  and  while  the  case  is  a  hearing 
upon  the  present  record,  be  received  as  facts.  If  the  govern- 
ment had  any  objection  to  the  form  of  the  finding,  it  should 
have  asked  the  court  below  to  alter  the  form;  or  should  now 
ask  this  court  to  send  it  back,  as  was  done  in  Uriited  States 
V.  Johiison^^  for  a  better  shape.  Uureformed  it  stands  as  a 
finding  of  facts.  And  a  rule  of  court  makes  such  a  finding 
equivalent  to  a  special  verdict,  the  place  of  which  it  supplies. 

*  See  what  is  gaid  in  United  States  v.  Johnson,  6  Wallace,  111. 
t  6  Wallace,  111.  %  ^^'  ^^^'  i  ^^'  ^l^- 
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If  the  finding  here  were  a  special  verdict  in  fact,  would  it 
be  tolerated  that  counsel  should  go  behind  it,  and  by  letters 
of  Mr.  Adams  or  Mr.  Meade,  or  depositions,  or  diplomatic 
notes,  show  that  the  jury  had  come  to  a  wrong  verdict? 
Standing  in  the  place  of  a  special  verdict  it  stands  above  at- 
tack, and  even  above  criticism. 

II.  The  United  States  received  a  valuable  consideration 
from  Mr.  Meade  specifically,  for  all  its  engagements,  in- 
cluding the  one  about  vouchers.  The  surrender  by  Spain 
of  what  it  regarded  as  one  of  ^^  the  most  precise,  clear,  and 
conclusive  articles,"  and  the  acquisition  by  the  United  States 
of  three  large  tracts  of  land,  whose  acquisition  was  a  sine 
qua  non  of  a  treaty,  was  this  consideration.  It  was  bound 
by  the  highest  obligations,  therefore,  to  transact  its  business 
efiSeiently. 

The  position  that  the  United  States,  after  having  received 
the  price  of  great  treaties  stipulated  for  by  its  plenipotentia- 
ries in  dealing  with  foreign  courts,  may,  with  this  price  un- 
returned,  disregard  the  engagement  of  those  its  high  agents, 
and  say  that  because  such  officers  had  no  direction  to  make 
such  stipulations,  therefore  that  they,  the  government,  will 
not  pay  for  what  they  have  received,  and  are  now  enjoying, 
is  one  that  cannot  have  been  well  considered. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Private  claims  against  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
founded  upon  any  law  of  Congress,  or  upon  any  regulation 
of  an  executive  department,  or  upon  any  contract,  express 
or  implied,  with  the  government,  are  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Claims,  as  appears  by  the  second  section  of 
the  act  passed  to  amend  the  act  establishing  that  court* 

Comprehensive  as  that  provision  is,  still  doubts  were  en- 
tertained whether  the  claim  of  the  appellant  was  not  excluded 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  by  the  ninth  section  of  the 
amendatory  act,  but  all  doubt  upon  the  subject  was  removed 
by  the  joint  resolution  eubsequently  passed,  by  which  Con- 

*  12  Stat,  at  Large,  765. 
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gress,  in  express  terms,  referred  the  claim  to  that  court  for 
adjudication,  to  be  examined  and  decided  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  other  claims  against  the  United  States  under  existing 
laws.* 

I.  Pursuant  to  that  authority  the  appellant,  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  deceased  claimant,  presented  his  petition  to 
the  Court  of  Claims,  setting  forth  very  fully  the  nature  of 
his  alleged  cause  of  action  and  the  ground  upon  which  he 
claims  to  recover  in  this  case.     His  ancestor,  the  decedent, 

m 

was  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States.  Early  in  the 
present  century  he  went  to  Spain,  and  while  resident  there 
became  extensively  engaged  in  commerce  with  that  country. 
He  was  there  during  the  invasion  of  the  French  under  Na- 
poleon, and  continued  to  reside  there  until  the  treaty  of 
amity,  settlement  and  limits  between  Spain  and  the  United 
States  was  ratified  by  both  parties.  Throughout  that  period 
he  was  constantly  engaged  in  mercantile  pursuits,  and  he 
also  entered  into  numerous  contracts  with  the  government 
of  that  country,  prior  to  the  date  of  the  treaty,  by  means  of 
which  Spain  became  very  largely  his  debtor. 

Part  of  his  claims  consisted  of  fourteen  unliquidated  ac- 
counts for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  it  also  appears  that 
he  was  illegally  arrested  during  that  period,  and  that  he  was 
imprisoned  by  the  order  of  the  government,  for  which  wrongs 
and  personal  injuries  he  also  held  large  unliquidated  claims. 
Unable  to  regain  his  freedom  from  the  unjust  imprisonment 
be  sought  the  aid  of  the  United  States,  and  it  appears  that  it 
was  not  until  our  government  interfered  that  he  was  released 
from  his  confinement.  Both  before  and  after  the  date  of 
the  treaty  he  invoked  the  aid  of  the  government  of  the  United 
States  in  collecting  his  claims,  as  well  those  arising  from  con- 
tracts as  those  arising  from  unjust  imprisonment  and  per- 
sonal injuries. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  the  treaty  the  claimant  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  Secretary  of  State  a  notice  of  his  claims  against 
that  government,  amounting,  as  he  alleged,  to  four  hundred 


*  14  Stat,  at  Large,  611. 
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thousand  dollars,  and  the  finding  of  the  court  below  shows 
that  the  notice  so  filed  was  one  of  the  notices  referred  to  and 
included  in  the  treaty  between  the  two  countries.  Reclama- 
tions were  also  made  by  many  other  citizens  of  the  United 
States  upon  Spain  for  wrongs  and  injuries  suffered  by  them 
through  the  acts  or  official  orders  of  that  government,  no- 
tices of  which  were  either  filed  in  the  State  Department  or 
had  been  presented  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  resi- 
dent in  that  country.  Questions  of  great  magnitude  also 
touching  treaty  obligations  previously  contracted,  the  settle- 
ment of  disputed  territorial  limits,  and  the  ceesion  of  new 
territorial  possessions,  were  under  diplomatic  discussion  be- 
tween the  plenipotentiaries  of  the  two  governments. 

Pending  these  reclamations,  and  at  a  moment  when  the 
state  of  the  negotiations  presented  strong  hopes  that  they 
might  terminate  successfully,  the  claimant  informed  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  that  it  had  been  intimated  to  him  that  if  he 
would  advance  a  further  sum  of  money  to  that  government 
he  might  procure  a  grant  of  lands  in  Florida  sufiicient  to 
cover  the  whole  amount  of  his  claims.  Evidently  his  pur- 
pose was  to  ascertain  whether  such  a  grant,  if  made,  would 
be  sanctioned  and  respected  by  the  United  States  in  case  the 
then  pending  negotiations  should  be  successful  and  Florida 
should  bp  ceded  to  our  jurisdiction. 

11.  Equal  and  ex:ict  justice  to  all  the  claimants  was  what 
our  government  was  endeavoring  to  secure  by  the  negotia- 
tions, and  of  course  the  suggestion  received  no  encourage- 
ment whatever,  as  it  contemplated  a  separate  provision  for 
one,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  rest.  On  the  contrary,  the  reply 
of  the  Secretary  was  to  the  effect  that  if  the  treaty  of  cession 
was  concluded  it  would  contain  a  provision  that  all  grants 
made  after  a  given  date,  to  be  fixed  by  the  contracting  par- 
ties, should  be  null  and  of  no  efiect.  Influenced  by  that 
reply  he  abandoned  any  further  attempt  to  collect  his  claims 
by  procuring  a  grant  of  land  and  submitted  the  same  to  the 
State  Department  '^for  that  protection  which  his  govern- 
ment may  think  proper  to  grant.'* 

On  the  twenty-second  of  February,  1819,  the  treaty  of 
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amity,  settlement  and  limits  was  signed  by  the  respective 
plenipotentiaries  of  the  two  countries,  and  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  ratified  the  same  on  the  twentj-foarth  of  the 
same  month.* 

All  the  territories  which  belonged  to  Spain,  situated  to 
the  eastward  of  the  Mississippi,  known  by  the  name  of  East 
and  West  Florida,  were  agreed  to  be  ceded  to  the  United 
States  in  full  property  and  sovereignty,  the  United  States 
contracting  that  all  the  grants  of  land  made  therein  by  Spain, 
or  by  her  lawful  authorities,  before  the  twenty-fourth  of 
January,  1818,  the  date  when  the  first  proposal  for  the  ces- 
sion was  made,  shall  be  ratified  and  confirmed  to  the  persons 
in  the  possession  of  the  lands,  to  the  same  extent  that  the 
same  grants  would  be  valid  if  the  territories  had  remained 
under  the  dominion  of  the  former  sovereign,  but  the  con- 
ti*acting  parties  also  stipulated,  in  the  same  article  of  the 
treaty,  that  all  grants  made  subsequent  to  that  date  **  are 
hereby  declared  and  agreed  to  be  null  and  void." 

Animated  with  a  desire  of  conciliation  and  with  the  object 
of  putting  an  end  to  all  differences  existing  between  them, 
the  contracting  parties  reciprocally  renounced  all  claims  for 
damages  which  they  themselves  or  their  respective  citizens 
and  subjects  *^  have  suffered  until  the  time  of  signing  this 
treaty."  Such  claims  for  damages  so  renounced  by  the  re- 
spective parties,  on  the  one  side  or  the  other,  were  classified 
in  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty  under  different  heads,  but 
it  will  not  be  necessary  to  refer  to  any  of  the  classifications 
with  much  particularity  except  to  the  fifth  class  renounced 
by  the  United  States,  which  releases  all  claims  of  our  citi- 
zens "until  the  signature  of  this  treaty,"  statements  of 
which  soliciting  the  interposition  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States  have  been  presented  to  the  Department  of 
State  or  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  subsequent  to 
the  antecedent  convention  between  the  two  countries. 

Claims  to  which  the  described  renunciation  extends  were 
declared  by  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  to  be  entirely 
cancelled,  and  the  United  States  contracted,  not  only  to 

*  8  SUt.  at  Large,  264;  3  Executive  Joarnal,  177. 
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exonerate  Spain  from  all  demands  in  future  on  account  of 
such  claims,  but  also  '^  to  make  satisfaction  to  their  citizens 
for  the  same  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  five  millions  of 
dollars."  Subsequent  demand  by  the  United  States  for  any 
such  claim  was  entirely  prohibited^  and  the  United  States 
also  contracted  to  appoint  three  commissioners  to  ascertain 
and  adjudicate  the  full  amount  of  all  such  claims,  and  the 
stipulation  was  that  the  commisioners  should  receive,  ex- 
amine, and  decide  upon  the  amount  and  validity  of  all  the 
claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  so  renounced  and  can- 
celled. They  were  also  authorized  to  hear  and  examine  on 
oath  every  question  relative  to  the  said  claims,  and  to  receive 
all  suitable  authentic  testimony  concerning  the  same,  and 
the  sovereign  of  Spain  contracted  to  furnish  all  such  docu- 
ments and  elucidations  as  were  in  the  possession  of  that 
government  for  the  adjustment  of  the  claims  according  to 
the  principles  of  justice,  the  law  of  nations,  and  the  stipula- 
tions of  the  prior  treaty  between  the  contracting  parties. , 

UL  Viewed  in  the  light  of  these  sever^  suggestions 
nothing  can  be  more  certain  than  the  conclusion  that  the 
claims  in  question,  at  the  time  the  treaty  was  signed,  were 
included  in  its  provisions,  and  ^^  that  the  authority  and  the 
trust  of  examining,  ascertaining,  and  deciding  upon  their 
amount  and  validity  were  solely  and  exclusively  committed 
to  the  commissioners"  to  be  appointed  under  the  treaty. 
Beyond  question  they  were  at  that  date  unliquidated  claims 
of  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  statements  of  which,  solicit- 
ing the  interposition  of  our  government,  had  not  only  been 
presented  to  the  Department  of  State,  but  also  to  the  minister 
of  the  United  States,  showing  to  a  demonstration  that  the 
claims  of  the  ancestor  of  the  appellant  were  within  the  very 
words  of  the  treaty. 

Prompt  action  by  the  United  States  in  ratifying  the  treaty 
did  not,  however,  have  the  efi;ect  to  secure  corresponding 
promptitude  on  the  pai*t  of  the  other  contracting  party. 
Delay  ensued,  which  for  a  time  was  wholly  unexplained; 
but  it  soon  came  to  be  uiideratood  that  it  arose  from  the  fact, 
that  pending  the  negotiations  three  grants  of  large  tracts  of 
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land,  situated  iu  the* ceded  territories,  had  been  made,  which 
our  government  regarded  as  null  and  void  under  the  closing 
provision  of  the  eighth  article  of  the  treaty.  Determined 
not  to  protect  those  grants,  the  Secretary  of  State  instructed 
our  minister  to  explain  and  declare,  upon  the  exchange  of 
ratifications,  that  the  exchange  was  made  *^  with  a  full  and 
clear  understanding  between  the  plenipotentiaries  of  both 
the  high  contracting  parties  that  these  grants  were  among 
the  grants  thus  declared  null  and  void." 

On  the  receipt  of  that  despatch  Spain  refused  to  ratify  the 
treaty,  and,  through  her  minister  sent  here  for  that  purpose, 
objected  to  that  requirement  as  inconsistent  with  the  treaty, 
and  he  insisted  that  such  a  declaration,  if  made,  would  ^*  tend 
directly  to  annul  one  of  its  most  clear,  precise,  and  codcIq- 
sive  articles."  Pending  this  discussion,  the  period  fixed  by 
the  treaty  for  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  expired ;  but 
the  United  States  notified  the  Spanish  government  the  day 
previous,  that  if  the  six  months  expired  without  such  rati- 
fication  they  should  hold  themselves  free  to  press  and  en- 
force their  claims  and  pretensions  in  any  and  every  mode 
consistent  with  honor  that  their  interests  may  require. 

Confessedly,  some  of  the  expressions  of  that  despatch  in- 
dicated that  the  United  States  might,  under  some  circum- 
stances, be  induced  to  refuse  to  carry  the  treaty  into  e^ct ; 
but  they  never  made  any  such  decisioUi  and  never  did  any 
act  or  uttered  a  sentiment  which  authorized  the  claimants 
interested  in  its  provisions  to  assume  that  they  had  come  to 
any  such  conclusion.  Nothing  of  the  kind  was  ever  inti- 
mated by  the  minister  sent  here  from  Spain,  and  the  cor- 
respondence which  ensued  shows  conclusively  that  neither 
party  contemplated  any  such  result.  He  came  for  explana- 
tions ;  but  he  was  told,  before  any  reply  was  given  to  that 
part  of  his  communication,  that  the  President  wished  to  be 
informed  whether  he  was  the  bearer  of  the  ratifications  of 
the  treaty  previously  signed  and  committed  to  the  charge 
of  our  minister  for  that  purpose.  Obliged  to  answer  that 
inquiry  in  the  negative,  he  found  it  necessary  to  give  expla- 
nations in  behalf  of  his  own  government  before  requiring 
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anj  from  the  United  States.  Beference  is  made  to  that  cor- 
respondence to  show  that  the  treaty  as  signed  was  never 
abandoned  by  either  party,  and  nothing  was  ever  given  or 
promised  by  the  United  States  except  what  is  therein  stipu- 
lated to  secure  its  ratification. 

New  articles  to  the  treaty  were  not  required  by  the  new 
minister^  and  he  was  emphaticall}'  told  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  tnat  th&  United  States  could  not,  consistently  with  what 
was  due  to  themselves,  stipulate  any  new  engagements  as 
the  price  of  obtaining  the  ratification  of  the  old;  that  the 
declaration  which  our  minister  was  instructed  to  deliver  at 
the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  the  treaty  with  regard 
to  the  eighth  article,  was  not  intended  to  annul  or  in  the 
slightest  degree  to  alter  or  impair  the  stipulations  of  that 
article;  that  the  only  object  in  view  was  to  guard  his  gov- 
ernment, and  all  persons  interested  in  any  of  the  annulled 
grants,  against  the  possible,  expectation  or  pretence  that 
those  grants  would  be  made  valid  by  the  treaty. 

Although  the  Secretftry  of  State  informed  the  minister 
sent  here  for  explanations  that  the  question  of  ratification 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States  must  be  again  submitted 
to  the  Senate,  because  the  six  months  had  expired,  still  he 
insisted  that  it  should  be  ratified  by  the  other  contmcting 
party  without  delay  and  without  any  alterations,  showing 
conclusively  that  the  consummation  of  the  arrangement  was 
both  contemplated  and  desired.* 

IV.  Power  to  annul  the  grants  in  question,  or  to  declare 
them  null  and  void,  as  required  by  our  government,  it  was 
insisted  by  the  Spanish  negotiators,  did  not  reside  in  the 
King  alone,  that  the  consent  of  the  Cortes  must  first  be  had 
before  ^he  required  declaration  could  be  made;  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  attempt  was  made  on  the  part  of  our 
government  to  controvert  that  proposition.  Further  delay 
necessarily  ensued,  but  the  consent  of  the  Cortes  was  given 
on  the  fifth  of  October,  1820,  and  on  the  twenty-fourth  of 
the  same  month  Spain  ratified  the  treaty  without  alteration 
or  amendment. 

*  4  American  State  Papers,  6S8. 
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Occurring,  as  these  matters  did,  in  the  recess  of  the  Senate, 
further  action  was  necessarily  deferred  until  the  meeting  of 
Congress.  Bj  special  message  the  President,  on  the  thir- 
teenth of  February,  1821,  informed  the  Senate  that  the  min- 
ister of  Spain  had  given  notice  that  he  was  ready  to  exchange 
the  ratifications  of  the  treaty,  and  it  appears  that  the  Senate, 
on  the  nineteenth  of  the  same  montb,-again  consented  to 
and  advised  the  President  to  ratify  it,  without 'making  any 
amendment  to  the  same,  or  suggesting  any  qualification  what- 
ever to  any  of  its  provisions.* 

Application  had  been  made  by  the  deceased  claimant  to 
the  government  of  Spain,  before  his  chiinis  were  transmitted 
to  the  State  Department,  requesting  that  the  King  would 
appoint  a  commission  to  liquidate  his  claims ;  but,  on  the 
seveiiteenth  of  January,  1819,  when  the  prospect  brightened 
that  a  treaty  would  be  concluded,  he  submitted  his  claims 
to  the  Department  of  State  "  for  that  protection  which  his 
government  may  think  proper  to  grant.'* 

No  such  commission  was  appointed  until  after  the  minister 
who  signed  the  treaty  had  been  recalled,  and  the  United 
States  had  been  informed  by  his  successor  that  his  govern- 
ment regarded  the  declaration  which  our  minister  was  in- 
structed to  exact,  when  the  ratifications  of  the  treaty  should 
be  exchanged,  as  tending  ^^  directly  to  annul  one  of  its  most 
clear,  precise,  and  conclusive  articles."  Reluctant  to  make 
the  required  declaration,  Spain  recalled  her  minister  and 
'^  suspended  the  ratification  of  the  treaty ; "  and  on  the 
seventh  of  May,  1819,  she  appointed  the  commission  pre- 
viously requested  by  the  claimant,  and  it  appears  that  the 
commission  in  eleven  days  afterwards  informed  the  claim- 
ant that  they  were  prepared  to  receive  his  proofs  and  hear 
bis  explanations.f 

They,  the  commissioners,  proceeded  promptly  to  the  dis- 
charge of  their  duties,  and  on  the  thirty-first  of  August  fol- 
lowing they  notified  the  claimant  to  produce  the  documen- 
tary evidences  to  support  his  claims,  and  it  appears  that  he, 

*  8  Executivo  Journal,  244. 
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in  the  course  of  a  few  weeks,  transmitted  the  originals  to 
'the  commission.  Perfect  succesB  attended  his  efforts,  as  the 
commission,  with  the  express  and  formal  approval  of  the 
King,  on  the  nineteenth  of  May,  1820,  made  an  award  in 
his  favor  for  the  sum  of  three  hundred  and  seventy-three 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-nine  dollars  and  eighty- 
eight  cents,  in  our  currency,  which  included  his  fourteen  un- 
liquidated contract  claims,  with  interest  to  the  time  of  such 
liquidation ;  and  also  a  sum  in  gross  on  account  of  his  claims 
for  personal  injuries. 

Justice  had  been  denied  him  for  years,  but  it  was  now 
promptly  accorded  in  the  award,  and  the  finding  of  the  court 
below  shows  that  the  King  at  the  same  time  approved  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  award,  in  accordance  with  the  laws  and  cus- 
toms of  the  country,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  claimant 
as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  verity  of  the  award.  By  the 
fourth  finding  of  the  court  below  it  also  appears  that  the 
United  States  was  notified  of  that  result,  both  by  the  govern- 
ment of  Spain  and  by  the  claimant,  and  that  the  Secretary 
of  State  expressed  his  approval  of  it  to  both  parties.  Five 
days  before  the  treaty  was,  the  second  time,  submitted  to 
the  Senate  for  their  advice,  the  claimant  addressed  a  me- 
morial to  the  President,  making  known  for  the  first  time 
what  his  pretensions  were  in  the  new  aspect  of  his  claim. 

V.  Briefiy  stated,  they  were  to  the  effect  that  the  Senate,  if 
the  treaty  should  be  submitted  for  ratification,  should  either 
annex  a  new  article  recognizing  his  claim  as  expressed  in  the 
award  made  after  the  treaty  was  signed,  or,  if  that  could  not 
be  conceded,  that  the  fifth  renunciation  should  be  explicitly 
excepted  from  the  ratification  and  expunged  from  the  treaty, 
dnless  he  could  have  a  distinct  recognition  of  his  claim, 
he  asked,  as. an  act  of  justice,  that  the  alternative  request 
might  be  granted,  that  he  might  "  be  left  free  to  prosecute 
the  claim  where  it  is  unquestionably  due,  unembarrassed 
with  the  imposing  renunciation  of  my  country."  Stronger 
language  to  express  his  convictions  that  his  claim,  as  it  ex- 
isted when  the  treaty  was  signed,  was  included  in  the  fifth 
renunciation. of  the  same,  could  not  well  be  chosen  than  he 
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employed  in  that  memorial,  where  he  says  that  it  is  his  "de- 
cided election  to  abide  the  issue  of  au  appeal  to  the  moral' 
sense  and  good  faith  of  that  nation  rather  than  the  chances 
of  that  contingent  and  long-deferred  indemnity  provided  for 
the  other  claims  into  whose  company  mine  has  been  intro- 
duced by  the  treaty." 

Addressed,  as  the  memorial  was,  to  the  President,  he  re- 
ferred it  to  the  Secretai7  of  State  for  his  opinion,  and  nothing 
can  be  more  conclusive  as  to  the  views  of  the  Executive 
than  the  report  of  the  head  of  the  State  Department.  By 
the  statement  of  the  memorial  itself,  said  Mr.  Adams,  it  was 
questionable  to  the  Cortes  and  to  the  Minister  of  Finance 
whether  or  not  the  claim  was  included  in  the  renunciation 
of  the  ninth  article.  If  it  was,  said  the  secretary,  the  claim- 
ant will  be  entitled  to  the  immunities  stipulated  by  the  treaty 
and  in  the  form  promded  by  the  same  instrument;  if  it  was  not, 
his  resort  is,  as  it  originally  was,  exclusively  to  the  Spanish 
government,  and  the  Oortes,  in  recognizing  his  claim,  have 
given  directions  for  his  payment.  Both  the  memorial  and 
the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  State  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  the  next  day  after  the  treaty  was  transmitted  for 
the  consideration  of  that  body. 

Authority  to  appoint  commissioners  was  conferred  upon 
the  President,  as  stipulated  in  the  eleventh  article  of  the 
treaty,  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  the  third  of  March, 
1821,  and  it  is  well  known  that  they  were  duly  appointed 
and  commissioned  as  therein  required.* 

They  were  duly  organized,  as  required,  and  exercised  the 
functions  of  their  office  for  the  period  of  three  years.  Dur- 
ing that  time  the  claimant,  as  the  finding  of  the  subordinate 
court  shows,  presented  his  claim  to  the  commissioners  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  award  made  by  the  Spanish  com^]ission,  and  it 
appears  that  the  commissioners  of  the  United  States  refused 
to  allow  the  claim  in  that  form.  He  was  fully  heard,  bat 
they  ruled  and  decided  that  the  only  claims  which  they  had 
authority  to  investigate  and  allow  were  claims  existing  prior 

*  8  SUt.  at  Large,  689. 
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to  the  date  of  the  treaty,  and  that  inasmucli  as  the  award 
presented  was  sabsequent  to  the  date  of  the  treaty,  they  had 
no  authority  to  investigate  or  allow  it;  and  it  appears  that 
they  accordingly  rejected  and  dismissed  the  petition  upon 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  produced  was  not  sufficient  to 
establish  the  claim. 

Plain  as  the  decree  of  the  commissioners  is,  it  is  not  pos- 
sible to  misunderstand  their  views.  They  held  that  all  un- 
liquidated claims  of  our  citizens  upon  that  government,  state- 
ments of  which,  soliciting  the  interposition  of  our  govern- 
ment, had  been  presented  to  the  Department  of  State,  or  to 
the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain,  since  the  former 
convention  and  prior  to  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  were 
within  their  jurisdiction,  but  that  liquidated  claims  or  .claims 
of  a  subsequent  date  were  not  within  their  jurisdiction.  Such 
also  \yere  the  views  of  the  Secretary  of  State  in  his  very  able 
despatch  of  the  twenty-ninth  of  April,  1823,  addressed  to  the 
charge  d'affaires  from  Spain.* 

He  shows  to  a  demonstration  that  the  time  of  the  signa- 
ture, and  not  that  of  the  ratification  of  either  of  the  parties, 
nor  that  of  the  exchange  of  ratifications,  is  expressly  agreed 
upon  as  the  time,  until  which  the  claims  and  the  statements 
of  them  to  the  Department  of  State,  or  to  the  minister  of  the 
United  States  in  Spain,  had  been  received,  which  claims 
were,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  renounced  by  the 
fifth  renunciation. 

His  reasoning  is,  that  it  could  not  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  parties  that  they  should  renounce  claims,  or  admit 
statements  of  them,  not  known  to  the  party  assuming  the 
obligation  at  the  time  of  contracting  it;  and  the  court  here 
entirely  concurs  in  that  construction  of  the  article.  What- 
ever claims,  therefore,  might  arise,  or  whatever  statements 
of  them  might  be  made  after  the  signature  of  the  treaty,  were 
not  within  that  provision,  because  they  could  not,  with  pro- 
priety, be  provided  for  in  any  such  stipulation. 

Beyond  all  doubt  it  was  unliquidated  claims  for  which  pro- 

*  Senate  Document,  Second  Session,  18th  Congress,  248. 
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vision  was  made,  and  neither  party  contracted  that  the  other 
should  determine  their  amount  or  validity,  but  the  stipulation 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States  was,  that  three  commis- 
sioners should  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  that  the  commis- 
sioners should  determine  the  amount  and  validity  of  all  such 
claims  of  our  citizens. 

Examined  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions  we  concur  in 
the  .views  of  Mr.  Adams,  as  expressed  in  that  despatch,  that 
^'  if  anything  in  human  intention  can  be  made  clear  by  human 
language,  it  is,  that  the  claims  provided  for  by  the  above 
stipulation  were  in  Ibe  condition,  as  they  had  been  exhibited, 
at  the  time  of  the  treaty."* 

VI.^  Transactions  between  the  claimant  and  the  govern- 
ment of  Spain,  subsequent  to  the  signature  of  the  treaty, 
could  not  be  evidence  to  the  commissioners  of  the  condition 
of  the  claim  at  the  time  of  that  signature,  and  for  that  reason 
the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  commis- 
sioners rejecting  the  claim,  as  expressed  in  that  award,  was 
correct.  They  did  not  reject  the  unliquidated  claims  of  the 
appellant,  as  filed  in  the  State  Department,  nor  as  presented 
to  our  minister  in  Madrid  before  the  treaty  was  signed.t 

Unambiguous  as  the  decision  of  the  commissioners  is,  there 
is  no  reason  to  suppose  that'  the  claimant  was  misled  even 
for  a  HLomeut.  Ho  knew  that  he  had  a  right  to  present  his 
claims  to  the  commissioners  as  they  existed  at  the  time  the 
treaty  was  signed,  but  he  elected  to  stand  upon  the  claim  as 
it  was  expressed  in  the  award,  and  he  must  abide  the  result, 
as  in  the  opinion  of  this  court  the  decision  of  .the  commis- 
sioners that  the  award  was  not  within  the  stipulations  of  the 
treaty  is  correct. 

Suppose  all  the  preceding  suggestions  are  correct,  still  the 
claimant  insists  that  the  judgment  must  be  reversed  on  ac- 
count of  what  appears  in  the  fifth  finding  of  the  court*  Un- 
explained the  court  below  there  find  as  follows:  (1.)  That 
the  Cortes  refused  to  annul  the  three  grants  in  question  until 

*  1  Senate  Documents,  Second  SQssion,  ISth  Congress,  260. 
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the  Uuited  States  should  agree  to  pay  aud  discharge  in  full 
the  indebtedness  of  Spain  to  the  deceased  claimant,  as  recog- 
nized in  the  award  of  the  Spanish  commission.  (2.)  That  the 
United  States,  by  their  minister  at  the  court  of  Madrid,  gave 
to  Spain  ^^a  clear  and  distinct  assurance  that  the  debt  due 
to  the  claimant  would  certainly  be  paid  to  him  by  the  United 
States  if  the  treaty  was  ratified,  and  the  said  grants  were 
totally  annulled. '^  (3.)  That  the  Spanish  government,  upon 
the  faith  of  {hose  assurances,  annulled  the  grants  and  ratified 
the  treaty.  (4.)  That  the  claimant  duly  notified  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  of  these  facts,  and  of  the  assur- 
ances so  given  by  our  minister,  and  that  the  notice  was  duly 
received  by  the  President,  and  was  by  him  communicated  to 
the  Senate,  at  the  same  time  that  the  advice  of  that  body  was 
asked,  the  second  time,  as  to  the  ratification  of  the  treaty. 
(5.)  That  the  United  States,  with  full  notice  and  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  set  forth  in  that  finding, 
did  accept  and  assent  to  the  treaty  as  ratified  by  Spain,  and 
became  seized  and  possessed  of  the  ceded  territories. 

Without  stopping  to  show  that  the  findings  are  contra- 
dicted by  the  testimony  of  our  minister,  or  that  they  are  im- 
probable in  themselves,  or  that  they  are  unsupported  by  any 
satisfactory  evidence,  we  proceed  at  once  to  remark  that  the 
claimant  is  entitled  to  the  full  benefit  of  the  rule  that  the 
facts  found  in  the  court  below  are  to  be  resrarded  as  in  the 
nature  of  a  special  verdict.  Grant  all  that,  still  the  findings 
are  subject  to  many  criticisms. 

By  what  means  did  the  court  become  judicially  informed 
that  the  Cortes  refused  to  annul  the  grants' in  question  until 
the  United  States  should  agree  to  pay  and  discharge  in  full 
the  award  held  by  the  claimant?  Oral  proof  to  that  effect 
could  hardly  be  obtained  which  would  be  of  a  satisfactory 
character,  and  if  proof  of  that  kind  was  not  introduced,  then 
the  inquiry  arises:  Upon  what  evidence  does  the  finding  rest? 

Legislative  bodies  usually  act  by  decree,  resolution,  order, 

or  vote,  but  nothing  of  the  kind  is  referred  to  as  existing  in 

this  case.     Depositions  of  two  witnesses  were  introduced  to 

show  that  our  minister  gave  the  assurances  specified  in  the 
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finding,  but  he  states  in  his  deposition  that  he  does  not  re- 
member that  he  ever  gave  any  such  assurances^  and  there  is 
no  reason  to  conclude  that  he  ever  intended  to  enter  into  any 
contract  upon  that  subject.  Who  knows  that  the  govern- 
ment of  Spain  in  deciding  to  annul  those  grants  acted  upon 
the  faith  of  the  assurances  given  by  our  minister  that  the 
claims  of  the  ancestor  of  the  appellant  would  be  paid  in  full, 
as  expressed  in  the  award  made  long  after  the  treaty  was 
signed;  and  if  no  one  is  able  to  give  testimony  to  that  eftect, 
by  what  means  was  the  conclusion  formed?  Tested  by  these 
or  any  similar  considerations  it  is  easy  to  see  that  the  several 
conclusions  embraced  in  the  fifth  finding  are  conclusions  of 
law  rather  than  conclusions  of  fact,  as  they  depend  mainly, 
if  not  entirely,  upon  the  construction  of  public  acts,  diplo- 
matic despatches,  and  treaty  stipulations. 

Regarded  in  that  light  the  finding  of  the  court  below  may 
be  re-examined  here  on  appeal,  but  it  is  'not  necesaary  to 
rest  the  decision  in  this  case  upon  that  ground,  as  by  the 
very  terms  of  the  finding  it  appears  that  the  assurances  which 
it  is  supposed  misled  the  Cortes  were  given  by  our  minister, 
and  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  in  giving  the  assur- 
ances he  acted  in  pursuance  of  any  instructions  from  the 
President  or  by  virtue  of  any  authority  from  the  United 
States.  Negotiations  are  usually  conducted  under  instruc- 
tions from  the  President,  and  the  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
iion  is  that  "  he  (the  President)  shall  have  power,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  to  make  treaties, 
provided  two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present  concur." 

Such  an  assurance  as  that  supposed  could  not  be  given  by 
any  minister  of  the  United  States,  except  upon  the  condition 
that  it  should  become  a  treaty  stipulation,  and  as  such  be 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  President  and  be  ratified  by 
the  Senate,  as  required  by  the  Constitution. 

Even  if  the  finding  had  any  foundation  in  fact,  it  is  clear 
that  the  act  of  our  minister  in  giving  the  assurances  was 
wholly  without  authority,  and  that  the  act  was  null  and  void, 
which  must  have  been  known  to  the  Spanish  government 
and  to  the  claimant. 
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VII.  Examir\ation  will  next  be  made  of  certain  other  com- 
plaints made  by  the  appellant,  as  exhibited  in  the  eighth 
finding  of  the  court  below.  The  substance  of  that  finding 
is  as  follows:  (1.)  That  the  claimant,  on  the  seventh  of 
April,  1823,  and  before  the  commissioners  under  the  treaty 
rejected  his  claim  as  founded  upon  the  award,  requested  the 
United  States  to  procure  from  the  Spanish  government  his 
original  vouchers  and  evidences  of  indebtedness;  that  the 
United  States  made  the  demand  as  requested,  but  that  the 
Spanish  governmen*  positively  refused  to  comply  with  the 
request,  upon  the  ground  that  the  award  was  a  judicial  de- 
cree and  was  final  and  conclusive.  (2.)  That  the  Spanish 
government  did  subsequently  assure  the  United  States  that 
the  vouchers  and  documents  would  be  given  up,  but  that 
the  same  never  were  produced,  and  have  ever  since  been, 
and  still  are,  withheld.  (3.)  That  by  reason  of  such  refusal 
and  neglect  on  the  part  of  Spain,  the  commissioners  never 
considered  or  allowed  his  claim ;  that  they  allowed  the  claims 
of  other  persons,  existing  prior  to  the  treaty,  to  an  amount 
greater  in  the  aggregate  than  the  five  million  dollars  pro- 
vided by  the  treaty,  and  that  the  commission,  after  making 
those  awards,  expired. 

Regarded  in  the  most  favorable  light,  the  facts  stated  in 
the  finding  do  not  show  any  ground  of  action  against  the 
United  States:  (1.)  Beeause  it  appears  that  the  claimant 
never  presented  to  the  commissioners  his  unliquidated  claims 
as  they  were  filed  in  the  State  Department,  or  as  they  existed 
at  the  time  the  treaty  was  signed.  (2.)  Because  the  finding 
does  not  show  that  he  ever  intended  to  present  his  claims 
in  that  form  to  the  commissioners,  nor  that  he  was  prevented 
from  so  doing  by  the  neglect  and  refusal  of  that  government 
to  produce  his  original  vouchers  and  documents.  (3.)  That 
even  if  the  finding  did  show  that  he  intend^  to  present  his 
claims  in  that  form,  and  that  he  was  injurea  by  the  alleged 
neglect  and  refusal,  still  the  admission  would  not  benefit  the 
appellant,  as  the  finding,  with  that  admission  superadded, 
\N'ould  not  show  any  cause  of  action  against  the  United  States 
within  the  acts  of  Congress  conferring  jurisdiction  upon  the 
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Court  of  Claims,  as  it  would  not  show  a  claim  founded  .upon 
any  law  of  Congress  or  upon  any  regulation  of  an  executive 
department,  nor  any  claim  founded  upon  any  contract,  ex- 
press or  implied,  with  the  government  of  the  United  States. 
VIIL  Some  consideration  must  also  be  given  to  certain 
general  propositions  submitted  by  the  appellant  as  tending 
to  bring  his  case  within  the  scope  of  an  implied  contract. 

1.  He  contends  that  the  United  States  had  no  power  to 
release  Spain  from  her  obligations  due  to  the  ancestor  of 
the  appellant,  without  his  assent,  except  upon  the  condition 
of  making  hini  just  compensation  for  his  claims. 

Special  examination  of  that  topic  or  of  its  conditions  and 
qualifications  is  not  necessary,  as  the  case  before  the  court 
comes  within  the  rule,  as  conceded  by  the  appellant,  as  his 
ancestor  did  submit  his  claims  to  the  Department  of  State 
for  that  protection  which  his  government  might  think  proper 
to  grant ;  and  the  finding  of  the  court  below  is  that  the  claim- 
ant, both  before-  and  after  the  date  of  the  treaty,  did  invoke 
the  aid  of  the  United  States  in  collecting  his  claims,  both 
those  arising  on  contracts  and  those  arising  from  personal 
injuries.* 

2.  Attempt  is  also  made  to  maintain  the  proposition  that 
the  power  which  the  claimant  gave  to  the  United  States  to 
make  reclamations  in  his  behalf  became  revokable  bj'  him 
after  the  six  months  fixed  by  the  treaty  for  the  exchange  of 
the  ratifications  had  expired,  but  the  proposition  is  wholly 
inadmissible,  as  the  eflfect  would  be  that  whenever  any  such 
misunderstanding  should  arise  between  the  contracting  par- 
ties, the  negotiations  might  be  controlled  by  a  single  claim- 
ant having  some  pecuniary  interest  in  the  treaty. 

3.  Next  suggestion  is  thi^t  the  act  of  the  claimant  in  sub- 
mitting his  claims  to  the  Spanish  commission  operated  as  a 
full  and  complete  revocation  of  the  power  he  previously 
granted  to  the  United  States  to  adjust  his  claims,  but  the 
proposition  is  even  less  defensible  than  the  preceding  one, 

'  *  2  Kcp.  Com.,  Ut  Session,  22d  CongreeSi  No.  816;  8  Senate  Documents, 
Ist  Session,  19th  Congress,  p.  6G ;  De  Bodo  r.  The  Queen,  8  House  of  Lords 
Ciises,  449. 
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as  it  would  enable  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  by  making 
terms  with  a  citizen  of  the  other  party,  to  avoid  the  obliga- 
tion of  falfilling  a  treaty  stipulation. 

4.  Remark  upon  the  sixth  finding  of  the  court  does  not 
seem  to  be  necessary,  as  what  has  been  said  in  response  to 
the  fifth  finding  furnishes  a  full  answer  to  every  deduction 
made  from  it  by  the  claimant.  This  award  was  made  long 
after  the  treaty  was  signed,  and  the  claim  in  that  form  never 
was  included  in  the  fifth  renunciation.  In  his  memorial  he 
requested  that  a  new  article  might  be  added  to  the  treaity, 
making  provision  for  the  payment  of  his  claim  as  expressed 
in  the  award,  or  that  the  fifth  renunciation  might  be  ex- 
punged, but  the  request  was  not  granted,  nor  could  it  have 
been  in  the  alternative  form  withput  defeating,  in  all  proba- 
bility, the  whole  arrangement. 

Entitled  as  the  claimant  clearly  was  to  prove  his  unliqui- 
dated claims  before  the  commissioners,  it  is  much  to  be  re- 
gretted that  he  did  not  seasonably  come  to  the  conclusion 
to  adopt  that  course  and  avail  himself  of  the  plain  right  se- 
cured to  him  by  the  treaty.  His  error  in  that  behalf  increased 
the  equation  to  other  claimants,  and  now  his  only  remedy  is 
by  an  appeal  to  the  equity  of  Congress. 

Under  the  circumstances  one  or  two  observations  upon 
the  conclusions  of  law  certified  by  the  court  below  will  be 
safBcient.  We  do  not  concur  in  the  first  nor  the  second 
finding,  except  that  part  of  it  where  the  court  say  that  the 
decision  of  the  commissioners  appointed  by  the  United 
States  dismissing  the  claim  was  final  and  conclusive,  and 
bars  a  recovery  upon  the  merits  in  that  courL  We  concur 
also  in  the  third  conclusion  of  law,  and  direct  that  the  judg- 
ment be 

Affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  BRADLEY  had  not  taken  his  seat  upon  the 
Bench  when  this  judgment  was  given;  and  the  case  was 
argued  February  28th  and  March  1st,  1870,  before  Mr.  Jus- 
tice STRONG  had  taken  his  seat. 
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Chicago  v.  Greer. 

1.  The  court  expresses  its  dissatisfaction  at  the  manner  in  which  a  plaintiff 

in  error  sends  a  case  here,  without  argument,  either  oral  or  printed, 
thus  leaving  the  court  to  search  the  entire  record  to  find  out  whether 
error  had  been  committed ;  increasing  the  trouble  moreover  by  a  gen- 
eral exception  to  the  charge  instead  of  specific  exceptions  to  parts  com- 
plained of;  this,  in  violation  of  the  Rules  of  Court. 

2.  Where  a  party  had  contracted  for  a  large  quantity  of  a  thing  in  a  mann- 
•factiired  state,  and  refused  afterwards  to  take  it,  evidence  is  properly 

given  that  material  in  a  raw  state  had  been  so  far  prepared  to  manufac* 
ture  the  thing  contracted  for  as  that  it  was  injured  for  anything  else; 
and  that  there  was  no  Falo  in  the  market  for  the  thing  contracted  for 
and  refused. 
8.  An  admission  by  the  authorized  agent  of  a  city,  authorized  to  contract 
for  a  thing  for  the  city's  use,  that  he  thought  the  city  liable,  to  a  certain 
extent,  for  a  thing  which  was  furnished  to  it  in  professed  discharge  ^ 
a  contract,  because  the  city  had  used  the  thing,  may  go  to  the  jury  as  an 
admission  of  the  fact  of  use,  in  suit  against  the  city  by  the  party  furnish- 
ing the  thing,  and  where  the  city  sets  up  as  a  defence  that  the  thing  fur- 
nished was  not  the  thing  agreed  .to.  bo  furnished. 

4.  A  person  having  had  sufficient  experience  to  bo  an  expert  in  testing  the 

strength  of  hose,  may  state  that  a  particular  test  applied  ex  parte,  was 
not  a  fair  one. 

5.  At  what  rates  other  persons  offered  or  undertook  at  another  time  to  make 

a  particular  thing  for  a  defendant,  is  not  evidence  in  a  suit  by  a  plain- 
tiff on  the  defendant's  co^itract  to  pay  him  a  greater  sum  if  he  would 
make  the  same  thing,  at  tho  time  contracted  for. 

6.  The  testimony  of  a  person,  not  an  expert,  that  flre-hoeo  of  a  peculiar  size 

which  the  city  had  contracted  for,  would  **  not  answer  tho  city's  pur- 
pose," is  inadmissible  on  a  suit  by  tho  manufacturer  against  the  city 
for  the  contract  price;  inadmissible  both  because  the  witness  is  not  an 
expert,  and  because  in  such  a  suit  the  only  questions  are  what  did  the 
contract  call  for,  and  what  did  the  manufacturer  furnish. 

7.  Exceptions  to  a  charge  dismissed,  tbo  jury  having,  as  this  court  considered , 

been  rightly  charged  as  to  law,  and  the  facts  having  been  fairly  left  to 
them. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Northern 
Illinois;  the  case  was  thus: 

In  July,  1867,  the  city  of  Chicago  published  an  advertise- 
ment inviting  bids  for  the  manufacture  of  13,000  feet  of 
leather  fire-hose,  containing  specifications  as  to  the  quality 
of  material  and  manufacture,  and  providing  that  the  hose 
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should  be  toarranied  io  stand  a  pressure  of  200  lbs,  to  the  square 
wch.  The  hose  was  to  be  deliverable  and  to  be  tested  in 
Chicago,  on  the  Ist  September.  One  Greer,  a  manufacturer 
of  hose  in  Philadelphia,  in  response,  made  a  bid  in  writing 
for  the  contract,  tlie  hose  "  to  be  tested  in  a  fair  and  impartial 
manner^  and  to  be  made  to  stand  200  lbs.  pressure  to  the  square 
inch^^^  4c,  This  bid  or  proposal  was  accepted  and  awarded 
to  Greer,  who  immediately  began  to  make  the  hose.  By 
the  end  of  August  he  had  made  and  sent  to  Chicago  2150 
feet  of  it.  At  that  date  he  had  also  made  1000  feet  more, 
which  was  on  the  way  to  Chicago  when  he  received  a  tele- 
gram to  send  no  more  hose ;  the  telegram  stated  that  it  did 
not  stand  the  contract  test,  would  not  bear  the  stipulated 
pressure,  and  would  not  be  accepted;  and  also  that  the  hose 
which  had  been  received  was  subject  to  his  order.  Greer 
had,  at  this  time,  also  procured  and  prepared  the  material 
for,  and  was  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  the  remainder 
of  the  hose  contracted  for.  Greer,  upon  feceiving  the  tele- 
gram, went  to  Chicago,  saw  the  city  agents,  and  informed 
them  that  he  declined  to  waive  his  rights  under  the  contract; 
that  he  desired  a  public  trial  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  and 
asked  that  an  engine  might  be  placed  at  his  disposal,  for  the 
purpose  of  testing  the  hose.  The  board  informed  him  that 
it  had  been  tested  and  had  burst,  refused  to  allow  him  the 
use  of  an  engine,  and  told  him  that  they  had  entered  into  a 
contract  with  another  party,  one  Gates,  for  10,000  feet  of 
hose,  and  that  they  could  not  do  anything  with  regard  to  his 
hose.  .  After  some  discussions  between  the  parties — the  city 
still  declining  to  keep  the  hose  which  they  had  received,  or 
to  receive  any  new — Greer  sued  them  in  assumpsit  to  recover 
damages  for  an  alleged  breach  of  contract.  The  principal 
questions  mooted  at  the  trial  were  whether  the  contract  set 
forth  in  the  declaration  was  proved,  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  complied  with  the  obligations  assumed  by  him  (the 
chief  question  here  being  as  to  whether  the  hose  came  up 
to  the  test),  and  what  damages,  if  any,  had  been  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  refusal  of  the  city  to 
receive  the  hose  and  pay  for  it  according  to  the  contract. 
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The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintift'for  $11,093.50,  and 
a  motion  for  new  trial  having  been  made  and  refused,  judg- 
ment was  entered  against  the  city.  It  now  sued  oat  this 
writ  of  error. 

The  plaintiff,  Greer,  on  the  trial,  sought  to  prove  that  his 
hose  had  been  subjected  to  two  public  tests  in  Philadelphia, 
in  November  and  December,  1867,  and  at- each  of  such  tests 
sustained  without  injury  a  pressure  of  more  than  200  pounds 
per  square  inch.  The  city,  on  the  other  hand,  proved  two 
tests  in  Chicago,  prior  to  the  rejection  of  the  hose,  which,  as 
they  considered,  showed  a  different  result.  The  hose  had  in 
fact  from  some  cause,  burst.  Greer,  in  answer  to  what  was 
thus  set  up,  sought  to  show  that  these  last  tests  were  made 
without  notice  to  him,  in  his  absence,  and  that  they  were 
not  made  ^'in  a  fair  and  impartial  mannen''  On  the  case 
coming  here  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff*  had  taken  excep- 
tions to  evidence,  and  had  excepted  generally  to  the  charge, 
no  particular  parls  in  which  it  was  alleged  to  be  erroneous 
being  mentioned. 

I.  The  exceptions  to  evidence  were : 

First.  Because  the  court  allowed  Greer  to  show  that  about 
700  sides  of  leather  were  cut,  making  7000  feet  of  lOJ  inch 
hose;  that  it  was  impossible  to  use  that  leather  for  any  other 
than  that  size  of  hose  called  10|  inch  hose.  Also,  that  10| 
inch  hose  was  a  remarkable  size  in  the  United  States,  and 
not  made  except  on  special  order;  that  he  could  not  use  such 
hose  except  for  Chicago ;  that  to  cut  it  down  to  9  inch  hose 
would  be  a  loss  both  of  material  and  labor. 

Second,  Because  it  allowed  a  statement  of  one  of  the  fire 
commissioners  of  the  city,  which  he  had  made  in  conversa- 
tion with  an  agent  of  Greer,  after  a  question  about  the  hose 
had  arisen,  to  go  to  the  jury.  This  commissioner  was  one 
of  a  committee  who  made  the  contract,  and  the  statement 
was  that  ^^  to  a  certain  extent  he  thought  the  city  liable  for 
damages  on  the  contract,  on  account  of  using  the  hose  for 
fires.^'  The  court,  in  allowing  the  statement  to  go  to  the 
jury,  told  them  that  what  was  stated  ^^by  the  authorized 
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agent  of  the  board  as  a  fact,  and  uot  as  an  opinion/'  would 
be  competent.  , 

Third,  Because  one  Edward  Smidt  (who  had  testified  that 
he  was  a  machinist  for  fifteen  years,  and  manufacturer  of 
steam-gauges  for  eleven,  that  he  had  tested  leather  fire-hose 
several  times,  though  he  had  not  had  much  experience  in 
doing  so),  was  allowed  to  state  "  whether,  in  order  to  make 
a  fair  and  accurate  test  of  such  hose  by  water  pressure,"  it 
would  be  necessary  to  do  certaia  things  specified. 

Fourth  and  Fifth.  Because  the  court  refused  to  allow  the 
city  to  show  the  rate  at  which  they  had  contracted  for  hose 
with  Gates,  on  the  difficulty  occurring  with  the  plaintiff', 
Greer,  and  how  offers  made  by  other  persons  compared  with 
Greer's  wh*en  he  took  the  contract. 

Sixth. — The  point  of  this  exception  is  revealed  by  the  bill, 
giving  the  testimony  on  cross-examination  by  Greer's  coun- 
sel of  one  Eichards,  a  witness  of  the  city,  and  for  twenty 
years  a  tanner  and  currier,  and  who  had  given  his  opinion 
as  an  expert  as  to  the  proper  mode  of  testing  fire-hose.  The 
bill  ran  thus : 

Q.  What  is  the  best  leather  for  making  leather  fire-hose  ? 

A,  Leather  made  from  slaughtered  hides. 

By  Mr.  DaviSy  counsel  of  the  city.  I  submit  that  this  is  imma- 
terial; the  witness  was  not  examined  in  regard  to  it.  The  con- 
tract calls  for  a  specific  kind  of  leather. 

(Objection  overruled  by  the  court;  to  which  ruling  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  then  and  there  excepted.) 

Q.  What  kind  of  leather  was  the  hose  you  saw  tested  ? 

A.  It  was  a  superior  grade  of  leather;  I  call  it  the  *'  Union 
tanned." 

Seventh. — Because  the  court  refused  to  let  the  city  put  in 
evidence  a  copy  of  a  letter  written  by  the  city  to  Greer,  after 
the  hose  sent  by  him  to  the  city  had  been  tested  by  such  a 
process  as  they  professed  to  consider  a  fair  one;  no  notice 
having  been  given  by  him  to  produce  the  original. 

Eighth  and  Ninth. — Becauee  the  court  refused  to  allow  one 
of  the  fire  commissioners  of  the  city,  whose  business  it  was 
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to  assist  in  investigating  the  origin  of  fires,  but  who,  on  a 
question  by  the  court,  stated  that  he  did  not  profess  to  be 
an  expert  in  hose,  to  state  whether  he  considered  that  Greer's 
hose  would  answer  the  city's  purpose;  whether  it  could  be 
safely  used  at  firea,  and  whether  it  was  of  any  value  to  the 
city. 

Tenth. — ^Because  the  court  refused  to  allow  a  witness  to 
testify  how  the  quality  of  the  hose  which  they  had  got  from 
Gates  compared  with  the  quality  of  the  hose  sent  by  Greer. 

II.  Exceptions  as  to  the  charge. — The  court  charged  on  the 
subject  generally ;  charging, 

1st  In  respect  to  the  time  when  the  hose  was  to  be  deliveredj 
substantially;  that  Greer's  agreement  was  to  furnish  the 
hose  by  the  1st  of  September,  1867;  and  that  'unless  the 
delivery,  at  that  time,  was  waived  by  the  city;  or  unless  the 
city  had  rendered  the  delivery,  or  offer  to  deliver,  by  that 
time,  an  unnecessaiy  act,  Greer  was  bound  to  furnish  the 
hose  by  that  day. 

2d.  In  respect  to  the  failure  to  jnU  the  contract  in  writing. — 
After  observing  that  one  of  the  city  commissioners  had  tes- 
tified that  this  contract  was  in  the  usual  way,  and  that  if  this 
was  the  usual  way  in  which  contracts  with  the  city  were 
made,  it  was  to  be  regretted  that  a  practice  of  thus  making 
them  had  grown  up ;  that  the  true  way  for  the  protection 
of  the  interests  of  all  parties  was,  when  an  advertisement 
was  made  for  proposals,  and  they  were  presented  and  ac- 
cepted,  that  a  written  contract  should  be  entered  into  by  the 
city  with  the  party  proposing,  setting  forth  specifically  the 
terms  of  the  contract — the  court  charged  that  if  the  adver- 
tisement was  clear  and  distinct,  and  if  the  proposals  were 
also  clear,  and  they  were  accepted  in  the  terms  in  which  they 
were  made,  simply  and  absolutely,  that  that  contained  the 
contract  between  the  parties. 

8d.  As  to  the  testing  of  the  hose. — ^This  part  left  to  the  jury 
the  question  of  fact,  viz. :  whether  the  hose  was  made  to 
stand,  when  tested  in  a  fair  and  impartial  manner,  a  pressure 
of  200  pounds  to  the  square  inch ;  whether  the  tests,  at  Chi- 
cago, when  the  hose  burst,  had  been  Applied  in  a  fair  and 
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impartial  manner,  and  in  a  way  to  do  justice  to  the  rights 
of  both  parties,  plaintiff  and  defendant? 
The  court  further  said : 

*' You  will  bear  in  mind,  of  course,  in  connection  with  this, 
the  testimony  as  to  the  test  that  is  generally  applied  in  other 
cities,  as  compared  with  what  was  applied  here.  And  also  the 
testimony  hearing  upon  this  point:  that  it  could  hardly  be  ex- 
pected that  every  foot  of  hose  that  might  be  made  woald  stand 
such  a  pressure ;  that  there  might  be  some  latent  defects  in  the 
leather,  which  in  testing  might  not  stand  such  a  pressure.  Of 
course,  as  I  undoi*stand  the  testimony,  if  there  should  he  a  defect 
in  some  instances  in  that  respect,  that  would  not  absolutely  de- 
feat the  liability  of  the  city.  Because  it  would  be  fair  that  the 
contract  should  be  understood  in  the  manner  in  which  men  who 
are  skilled  in  the  business  would  understand  it.  And  as  I  ap- 
prehend the  testimony,  it  might  well  happen  that  in  so  large  a 
quantity  of  hose  as  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  furnish,  there  might 
be  occasionally  a  defect  in  the  leather  which  would  be  unknown, 
and  which  no  skill  could  entirely  guard  against.  I  think  that, 
under  such  circumstances,  it  is  only  fair  that  the  party  should 
have  an  opportunity  to  remedy  the  defect  up  to  a  certain  limit. 
If  you  think  there  is  such  a  deficiency  in  this  respect,  so  many 
defects  as  to  satisfy  you  the  hose  did  pot  come  up  to  the  quality 
designated  in  the  contract,  then,  of  course,  the  party  has  not 
complied  with  the  contract  in  that  particular.'' 

The  city  excepted  generally  to  so  much  of  the  charge  as 
related  to  the  three  matters  above  presented. 

No  person  appeared  as  counsel  for  the  city  and  neither  was  any 
brief  filed  for  it;  the  case  being  submitted  by  it  on  a  record 
of  a  hundred  and  forty-one  pages. 

Mr.  Goudy  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  STRONG  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Precisely  what  questions  are  intended  to  be  raised  here 
we  are  not  informed.  No  oral  argument  has  been  submitted 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  No  brief  of  points  has 
been  filed,  nor  has  any  assignment  of  errors  been  made^ 
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We  are  left  to  search  the  entire  record  to  discover,  if  pos- 
sible, some  fault  in  the  pleadings,  or  in  the  rulings  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  and  this  without  any  intimation  that  any  error 
is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  other  than  is  given  by 
the  fact  that  a  writ  of  error  has  been  sued  out.  We  find, 
indeed,  that  ten  exceptions  were  taken  at  the  trial  to  the  ad- 
mission or  rejection  of  evidence,  the  effects  of  which  were 
to  bring  upon  the  record  the  rulings  of  the  court,  but  we  are 
not  informed  that  it  is  even  claimed  those  rulings  were  erro- 
neous. Three  exceptions, -most  indefinite,  were  also  taken 
to  the  charge  of  the  court  delivered  to  the  jury,  but  it  is  not 
now  alleged  that  any  portion  of  the  charge  was  not  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  law.  In  view  of  this  state  of  facts  the 
judgment  might,  with  great  propriety,  be  affirmed  without 
further  remarks.  We  have,  however,  examined  all  the  ex- 
ceptions taken  in  the  court  below,  and  discovered  nothing 
of  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  has  any  right  to  complain. 

The  first  exception  was  to  the  admission  of  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  what  progress  the  plaintiff  had  made  toward 
the  performance  of  his  part  of  the  contract  when  the  city 
gave  him  notice  that  the  hose  would  not  be  received.  Sub- 
ject to  the  exception  it  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  then 
had  on  hand  a  large  quantity  of  leather,  which  he  had  cut 
down  for  seven  thousand  feet  of  ten-and-a-half-inch  hose, 
such  as  was  required  by  the  contract;  that  there  was  no  sale 
in  the  market  for  such  hose ;  that  consequently,  on  the  re- 
fusal of  the  defendant  to  take  it,  he  was  compelled  to  cut  it 
down  again  for  nine-inch  hose,  which  could  be  sold,  and  that 
this  involved  a  large  loss  of  leather,  as  well  as  of  labor.  It 
is  plain  the  evidence  has  a  direct  bearing  upon  the  question 
what  amount  of  damages  the  plaintiff'  was  entitled  to  recover, 
if  entitled  to  recover  at  all.  The  loss  resulting  from  the 
waste  of  leather  and  of  labor  was  an  immediate  and  neces- 
sary consequence  of  the  refusal  of  the  city  to  comply  with 
its  contract.    The  evidence  was,  therefore,  properly  received. 

The  second  exception  was,  that  the  court  permitted  the 
plaintiff  to  give  in  evidence  the  declaration  of  one  of  the 
board  of  fire  commissioners  of  the  city,  who  were  authorized 
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to  purchase  hose,  to  the  effect  that  he  thought  the  city  was 
liable  od  the  contract,  to  a  certain  extent,  on  account  of  its 
having  used  the  hose  for  fires.  It  may  be  admitted  that  the 
witness's  expression  of  opinion,  had  it  stood  alone,  would 
not  have  been  admissible;  but  it  was  connected  with  the  ad- 
mission of  the  fact  that  the  city  hud  used  a  portion  of  the 
hose,  not  simply  in  testing  it,  but  for  the  extinguishment  of 
fires.  The  fact  was  a  material  one,  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tions whether  there  had  been  a  contract,  and  whether  the 
hose  delivered  was  such  as  the  contract  demanded.  The  ad- 
mission of  the  fact  was  by  an  authorized  agent  of  the  city, 
one  who  had  participated  in  making  the  contract.  There 
was,  therefore,  no  error  in  receiving  the  evidence. 

We  discover  no  error  in  admitting  the  testimony  of  Ed- 
ward Smidt,  to  which  exception  was  taken.  He  was  proved 
to  have  been  an  expert,  sufficiently  to  justify  his  being  per- 
mitted to  state  what  is,  and  what  is  not,  a  proper  mode  of 
testing  the  strength  of  leather  fire-hose.  He  was  a  manu- 
facturer of  steam-gauges,  and  he  had  repeatedly  tested  hose. 
It  having  been  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the  hose  offered 
would  not  bear  the  required  test,  it  was  certainly  competent 
for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  ex  parte  test  applied  by 
the  city  was*  not  a  fair  one,  and,  of  course,  to  prove  what 
constitutes  "  a  fair  and  satisfactory  test,"  such  as  was  pro- 
vided for  in  the  contract. 

The  fourth  and  fifth  exceptions  present  the  question  whe- 
ther the  defendant  should  have  been  permitted  to  prove  at 
what  rates  it  had  made  a  contract  for  hose  witH  another 
party,  and  what  bids  were  offered  when  that  other  contract 
was  made.  It  is  impossible  to  see  how  this  could  have  had 
any  legitimate  bearing  upon  the  questions  presented  by  the 
case.  If  the  city  was  liable  at  all  to  the  plaintifi*,  clearly  its 
liability  can  be  measured  only  by  the  contract  made  with 
him.  The  extent  of  its  obligation  is  not  to  be  found  in 
another  contract  made  with  another  party.  The  evidence 
offered  was,  therefore,  rightly  excluded. 

The  sixth  exception  is  to  an  answer  given  by  one  of  the 
defendant's  witnesses  to  a  question  propounded  to  him  on 
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cross-examiuation.  He  was  asked,  *'  What  is  the  best  leather 
for  making  leather  fire-hose?"  to  which  he  answered,  "Lea- 
ther made  from  slaughtered  hides/'  To  this  the  defendant 
objected,  and  took  au  exception  because  the  court  admitted 
it.  We  are  not  informed,  and  we  do  not  perceive  how  he 
could  have  been  prejudiced  by  the  answer.  Let  it  be,  it  was 
immaterial ;  still  it  was  not  hurtful.  It  was,  however,  ad- 
missible, if  for  no  other  reason,  because  it  tended  to  furnish 
a  test  of  the  value  of  the  opinions  the  witness  had  expressed 
in  his  testimony  in  chief. 

The  next  exception  is  that  the  court  refused  to  permit  a 
copy  of  a  letter  to  the  plaintiff'  to  be  given  in  evidence,  when 
no  notice  had  been  given  to  produce  the  original.  It  needs  no 
argument  to  show  that  the  decision  of  the  court  was  correct. 

The  eighth  and  ninth  exceptions  are  that  the  court  would 
not  allow  a  witness,  not  an  expert,  to  give  his  opinion  that 
the  plaintiff's  hose  would  not  answer  the  purpose  of  the 
city,  that  it  could  not  be  safely  used  at  fires,  and  that  it  was 
of  no  value  to  the  city.  We  see  no  error  in  this.  To  say 
nothing  of  the  medium  of  proof  (the  opinion  of  a  witness 
not  an  expert),  the  subject  was  objectionable.  It  is  obviouslj* 
quite  immaterial  whether  the  expectations  of  the  city  from 
the  contract  were  realized,  or  whether  it  had  made  an  inju- 
dicious bargain.  The  real  question  was,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff* had  fulfilled,  or  offered  to  fulfil,  his  part  of  the  contract. 
It  is  observable,  however,  that  the  witness  did  afterwards 
substantially  answer  the  questions  proposed,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant.had  the  benefit  of  his  answers. 

The  tenth  exception  is  that  a  witness,  after  having  testi- 
fied he  had  not  examined  the  quality  of  the  plaintift*'s  hose 
at  all,  was  not  permitted  to  answer  the  question  how  it  com- 
pared with  hose  the  city  had  bought  from  another  person. 
Uow  he  could  have  answered  the  question  it  is  not  easy  to 
see,  but,  if  he  could,  the  hose  purchased  from  that  other 
person  was  not  the  standard  by  which  that  of  the  plaintiff* 
was  agreed  to  be  measured.  The  parties  had  fixed  their 
own  standard.  The  only  legitimate  rule  was  that  which  the 
contract  provided. 
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"We  pass  now  to  the  exceptions  taken  to  the  charge  of  the 
court.  They  are  to  so  much  of  the  charge  as  relates  to  the 
time  within  which  the  contract  was  to  be  performed,  and  also 
to  so  much  as  relates  to  the  testing  of  the  hose,  and  also  to 
so  much  as  relates  to  the  failure  to  put  the  contract  in  writing. 
In  regard  to  these  it  may  be  observed  that  they  are  not  taken 
conformably  with  the  fourth  rule  of  the  court,  which  requires 
an  exceptant  to  state  distinctly  the  several  mattera  of  law  in 
the  charge  to  which  he  excepts,  and  declares  that  such  matters 
of  hiw,  and  those  only,  shall  be  inserted  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions and  allowed  by  the  court.  JBut  we  have  examined  the 
entire  charge  and  found  nothing  of  which  the  plaintiff  in 
error  has  any  just  reason  to  complain.  It  was  fairly  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  to  find  what  the  contract  was,  whether  it 
had  been  concluded,  what  the  parties  had  agreed  respecting 
the  time  for  performance  by  the  plaintiff,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff was  in  any  default,  whether  the  hose  offered  came  up  to 
the  required  standard,  and  whether  the  tests  applied  had 
been  made,  as  the  contract  required,  "  in  a  fair  and  impar- 
tial manner."  In  regard  to  the  failure  to  put  the  contract 
in  writing  the  court  said  little  more  than  to  express  regret 
that  the  city  usually  made  such  contracts  (as  it  had  been 
proved),  without  reducing  them  to  a  written  form,  adding 
only,  "  that  if  the  advertisement"  (for  proposals),  "is  clear 
and  distinct,  and  if  the  proposals  are  also  clear,  and  they 
are  accepted  in  the  terms  in  which  they  are  made,  simply 
and  absolutely,  that  contains  the  contract  between  the  par- 
ti^s."  Surely  this  was  unexceptionable.  We  add  only,  that 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  being  an  appeal  to  the  discretion 
of  the  court  in  which  the  trial  has  taken  place,  the  action  of 
that  court  in  overruling  it  is  not  reviewable  in  error. 

Judgment  affirmed  with  costs. 
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Supervisors  r.  Durant. 

An  amendment  by  allowing,  nunc  pro  tunCf  an  entry,  omitted  at  the  proper 
time  by  inadvertence,  in  the  journal  record  of  the  clerk,  of  tHe  issue 
of  a  writ  of  peremptory  mandamus ;  and  an  amendment  by  the  marshal 
to  his  return,  so  as  to  show  that  he  had  exhibited  the  original  writ  to 
the  party  served,  allowed  as  matters  of  common  practice. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Iowa. 

The  writ  of  error  in  this  case,  which  was  a  proceeding  of 
the  United  States  ex  relatione  Durant  against  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  Poweshiek  County,  Iowa,  brought  up  a  pe- 
tition, on  the  part  of  the  relator,  for.  an  alternative  writ  of 
mandamus  to  the  supervisors  of  the  county  just  named, 
commanding  them  to  levy  a  tax  sufficient  to  pay  a  certain 
judgment  which  he  held  against  the  county,  or  show  cause 
for  not  so  doing;  the  order  for  an  alternative  mandamus, 
and  the  issuing  of  jthe  same;  a  return  demurrer  to  the  re- 
turn, and  an  order  for  peremptory  mandamus;  application 
for  attachment  against  the  supervisors  for  not  obeying  the 
peremptory  writ,  and  an  order  for  attachment. 

Several  objections  were  taken  to  the  proceedings  on  the 
part  of  the  supervisors,  but  no  brief  was  filed  in  the  case  in 
support  of  them,. nor  was  there  an  appearance  of  counsel. 

One  of  the  objections  was,  that  the  writ  of  peremptory 
mandamus  was  issued  without  any  order  of  the  court  hav- 
ing been  entered  upon  the  journal  record  of  the  clerk.  The 
order  was  made  by  the  court,  and  a  note  of  it  had  been  en- 
tered upon  the  clerk's  docket,  and  also  upon  the  judge's. 
The  court,  on  motion,  allowed  the  entry  to  be  made  in  the 
journal  nunc  pro  tunc. 

Objection  was  also  taken  to  the  return  of  the  marshal, 
that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  original  writ  of  the  peremp- 
tory mandamus  was  exhibited  at  the  time  of  the  service  of 
same  upon  the  supervisors.  The  court  allowed  the  return 
of  the  marshal  to  be  amended  by  adding  the  words:  "I 
also  exhibited  the  original  writ  to  each  of  the  foregoing 
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Darned  persons  so  served,  and  I  finally  left  it  with  said 
Snow,"  who  was  chairman  of  the  board. 

Mr.  Grant,  for  the  relalor^  having  submitted  the  case  with 
a  few  remarks — 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  subsequently  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  to  the  effect,  that  as  to  the  entry  which  the 
court  on  motion  allowed  to  be  made  in  the  journal  nunc  pro 
tunc,  as  the  matter  was  one  which  arose  from  the  inadver- 
tence of  the  clerk,  the  entry  was  but  common  practice  and 
matter  of  course,^and  that  the  amendment  to  the  marshal's 
return  was  of  daily  practice  also. 

The  judgment  for  the  writ  of  attachment  was  accordingly 

Affirmed. 


"Wise  v.  Allis. 


1.  In  giving  notice,  under  the  16th  section  of  the  Patent  Act  of  July  4th, 

1836,  of  the  names  and  places  of  residence  of  those  by  whom  he  intends 
to  prove  a  previous  use  or  knowledge  of  the  thing,  and  where  the  same 
had  been  used,  the  party  giving  notice  is  not  bound  to  be  so  specific  as 
to  relieve  the  other  from  all  inquiry  or  effort  to  investigate  the  facts. 
If  he  fairly  puts  his  adversary  in  the  way  that  he  may  ascertain  all  that 
is  necessary  to  his  defence  or  answer,  it  is  all  that  can  be  required,  and 
he  is  not  bound  by  his  notice  to  impose  an  unnecessary  and  embarrassing 
restriction  on  his  own  right  of  producing  proof  of  what  he  asserts. 

2.  Heldf  therefore,  in  a  suit  for  infringing  a  patent  for  balancing  millstones, 

that  when,  in  addition  to  the  particular  town  or  city  in  which  such 
large  objects  as  millstones  are  used,  the  name  and  residence  of  the  wit* 
ncss  by  whom  that  use  was  to  be  proved  was  also  given,  there  was  suf- 
ficient precision  and  certainty  in  the  notice. 

On  certificate  of  division  of  opinion  between  the  judges 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Wisconsin. 

The  Patent  Act  of  July  4th,  1836,  referring  to  suits  for 
the  infringement  of  patents,  enacts  by  its  15th  section  that 
"  whenever  the  defendant  relics  in  his  defence  on  the  fact 
of  a  previous  invention,  knowledge,  or  use  of  the  thing 
patented,  he  shall  state  in  his  notice  of  special  matter  the 
VOL.  IX.  47 


738  WisB  V.  Allis.  [Sup.  Ct 

Argument  for  the  defendant. 

names  and  places  of  residence  of  those  whom  he  intends  to 
prove  to  have  possessed  a  prior  knowledge  of  the  thing,  and 
where  the  same  had  been  used" 

This  section  being  in  force,  Wise  sued  Allis  in  the  court 
below  for  infringement  of  a  patent  for  an  improvement  in 
balancing  millstones.  The  defendent  pleaded  the  general 
issue,  and  also  gave  notice  that  the  invention  claimed  was 
well  known  and  in  general  use  before  the  patentee  professed 
to  have  invented  it,  and  he  specified  Utica,  Rochester,  Buf- 
falo, Albany,  New  York  City^  and  Brooklrpiy  in  the  State  of 
New  York,  as  the  places  where  it  had  so  been  used,  and  gave 
the  names  of  witnesses  in  each  of  those  places  by  whom  he 
expected  to  prove  that  fact;  but  he  did  not  specify  the  mills 
in  which  the  supposed  prior  use  had  been  made. 

On  the  trial  the  judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  differed  in 
opinion  as  to  whether  the  notice  was  suflSiciently  specific  in 
its  reference  to  the  places  where  the  prior  use  was  had,  and 
certified  that  difference  to  this  court  in  the  shape  of  two 
questions,  in  substance,  to  wit,  this,  whether  the  evidence 
of  use,  taken  under  that  notice,  was  admissible.  In  form, 
the  questions  were : 

Ist.  Is  the  defendant  entitled,  under  his  notice,  to  give 
evidence  of  the  use  of  said  invention  or  millstone  balance  by 
any  person  or  persons  prior  to  the  alleged  invention  by  the 
patentee  thereof? 

2d.  Should  evidence  of  such  prior  use  of  said  invention  or 
millstone  balance  be  excluded  on  the  ground  that  the  notice 
aforesaid  is  defective  and  insuflicient  for  the  purpose  of 
such  evidence  ? 

Mr,  Walker^  for  the  defendant ^  contended^ 

That  the  notice  did  not  specify  place:  that  Utica,  Roches- 
ter, Buftalo,  Albany,  New  York  City,  or  Brooklyn,  were  in- 
deed each  a  place.  So  was  England,  India,  France,  Spain, 
or  Wisconsin,  each  a  place.  To  refer  the  plaintiff  to  New 
York  City,  with  her  population  of  1,300,000,  and  her  niillri, 
numbering  916,  as  the  place  where  prior  use  was  made  of 
his  invention,  was  mockery.     Reference  to  the  whole  Stale 
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of  Wisconsin,  Iowa,  Minnesota,  or  Ejinsas,  would  have  been 
to  a  less  number  of  people  or  mills;  and  to  a  place  where 
search  could  have  been  made  with  far  less  of  danger.  Under 
this  notice,  after  plaintiff  had  travelled  from  Wisconsin  to 
New  York  City;  had  gone  the  rounds  of  nine  hundred  and 
fifteen  of  her  mills,  and  returned  after  incurring  onerous 
expenses,  and  finding  nothing  like  his  invention,  and  all  this 
within  thirty  days;  he  might  still  be  defeated  on  the  trial, 
by  having  the  fact  sprung  upon  him  in  evidence,  that  it  was 
the  very  nine  hundred  and  sixteenth  mill  in  which  his  cher- 
ished invention  had  been  used.  Then  why  not  have  told 
him  so  at  first,  in  the  notice  f  He  could  then  have  gone  to 
that  mill  at  once.  If  he  had  found  the  notice  true,  he  could 
have  abandoned  an  unjust  suit.  If  false,  could  have  prepared 
to  repel  a  pirate's  unjust  defence.  Yet,  New  York  was  but 
one  of  six  large  cities  named  in  the  notice  to  be  searched  by 
the  plaintiff  within  thirty  days,  and  a  thousand  miles  away. 

Mr.  M.  H.  Carpenter  J  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  degree  of  particularity  or  certainty  necessary  in  pleas 
and  notices  is  an  ever-recurring  question  in  judicial  pro- 
ceedings, and  can  never  be  effectually  disposed  of  so  long  as 
new  and  varying  circumstances  may  present  the  question  in 
new  aspects. 

The  object  of  the  rule  is  undoubtecJly  to  enable  the  other 
party  to  make  such  answer  or  response  to  the  matter  set  up 
in  the  plea  or  notice,  either  by  way  of  pleading  or  of  evi- 
dence, or  such  cross-examination  of  the  witness  of  the  party 
setting  up  the  plea  or  notice  as  the  facts  of  his  case  may 
enable  him  to  do.  In  other  words,  to  apprise  him  fairly  of 
what  he  may  expect  to  meet  under  the  plea  or  notice.* 

In  the  case  before  us,  in  addition  to  the  common  law 
rules,  Congress  has,  for  the  protection  of  patentees,  made  an 
enactment  on  the  subject.  With  the  requirements  of  this 
statute  the  defendant  has  complied,  so  far  as  the  names  and 

*  Teeso  v,  Huntingdon,  28  Howardi  10. 
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reeidence  of  the  witnesses  are  concerned;  bnt  it  is  denied 
that  he  has  been  sufficiently  specific  as  to  the  places  where 
the  use  was  to  be  shown.  It  is  said  that  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  name  the  city,  but  that  the  particular  mill  in  which  the 
invention  had  been  used  must  be  pointed  out.  But  we  can- 
not take  judicial  notice  how  many,  or  how  few,  mills  using 
stones  may  be  in  any  particular  locality.  In  some  town 
there  may  be  but  one.  Nor  do  we  think  that  the  party  giv- 
ing notice  is  bound  to  be  so  specific  as  to  relieve  the  other 
from  all  inquiry  or  eflfort  to  investigate  the  facts.  If  he 
fairly  puts  his  advereary  in  the  way  that  he  may  ascertain 
all  that  is  necessary  to  his  defence  or  answer,  it  is  all  that 
can  be  required,  and  he  is  not  bound  by  his  notice  to  impose 
an  unnecessary  and  embarrassing  restriction  on  his  own 
right  of  producing  proof  of  what  he  asserts.  We  are  all, 
therefore,  of  opinion,  that  when,  in  addition  to  the  particular 
town  or  city  in  which  such  large  objects  as  millstones  are 
used,  the  name  and  residence  of  the  witness  by  whom  that 
use  is  to  be  proved  is  also  given,  there  is  sufficient  precision 
and  certainty  in  the  notice.* 

The  questions  propounded  are  accordingly  answered :  the 
first  in  the  affirmative,  and  the  second  in  the  negative. 


WiLKiNS  V.  Ellbtt,  Administrator. 

A  voluntary  payment  of  a  debt  to  a  foreign  administrator  held  good  m 
against  the  claim  of  an  administrator  duly  appointed  at  the  domicile  of 
the  debtor,  in  which  last  place  the  debt  was  paid ;  there  having  been  no 
creditors  of  the  intestate  in  this  last  place,  nor. any  persons  there  enti- 
tled as  distributees. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Western  District  of 
Tennessee;  the  case  was  this : 

Quarles  being  domiciled  in  the  State  of  Alabamay  died 
there,  and  letters  of  administration  were  there  taken  out  by 

*  Phillips  V.  Page,  24  Howard,  164. 
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one  Goodloe,  of  that  State.  Wilkins,  a  resident  of  Memphis, 
Tennessee,  owed  the  estate  $3455,  and  being  called  upon  at 
Memphis  by  Goodloe,  the  administrator,  paid  the  debt  and 
took  a  receipt  Goodloe  duly  accounted  before  the  Probate 
Court  in  Alabama  for  the  sum  thus  received.  Afterwards, 
Ellett,  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Virginia,  and  who  professed 
to  be  next  of  kin  to  the  deceased,  took  out  letters  of  admin* 
istration  in  Tennessee,  and  bro.ught  this  suit  against  Wilkins 
to  recover  the  same  debt.  There  were  no  creditors  or  per- 
sons entitled  as  distributees  of  the  intestate  in  the  State  of 
Tennessee.  The  court  below,  holding  that  the  voluntary 
payment  by  Wilkins  to  the  Alabama  administrator  was  in 
his  own  wrong,  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  Wilkins, 
the  debtor,  now  brought  the  case  to  this  court;  the  question, 
of  course,  being  whether  voluntary  payment  to  the  foreign 
administrator  had  discharged  the  home  one. 

3Ir.  JD.  K.  McRae,  in  support  of  the  judgment  below : 

The  identical  question  in  this  case  has  been  presented  and 
settled  in  Tennessee.*  It  is  there  taken  for  granted  as  settled 
doctrine  in  England  and  America,  that  an  administrator  ap- 
pointed in  one  counti7  is  not  by  virtue  of  such  appointment 
entitled  to  sue,  in  his  official  capacity,  in  any  other  country. 
He  is  a  stranger  to  the  debt,  without  authority  to  receive  or 
give  acquittance. 

Judge  Story,  who,  in  TVecothick  v.  Austuif1[  uttered  a  die- 
tum  to  a  contrary  eftect,  directly  controverts  the  position  of 
the  dictum  in  his  Conflict  of  Law8,|  where  the  question  is 
properly  presented  with  its  qualifications. 

Messrs.  Humes  and  Poston,  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  has  long  been  settled,  and  is  a  principle  of  universal 
jurisprudence,  in  all  civilized  nations,  that  the  personal 

*  Toung,  Administrator  v.  O'Neal,  8  Sneed,  65. 

t  4  Mason,  16-33. 

t  Conflict  of  Laws,  H  614,  514  a,  514  6,  616. 
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estate  of  the  deceased  is  to  be  regarded,  for  the  parposes  of 
succession  and  distribution,  wherever  situated,  as  having  no 
other  locality  than  that  of  his  domicile;  and,  if  he  dibs  in- 
testate, the  succession  is  governed  bj  the  law  of  the  place 
where  he  was  domiciled  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  not 
by  the  conflicting  laws  of  the  various  places  where  the  prop- 
erty happened  at  the  time  to  be  situated.*  The  original 
administrator,  therefore,  with  letters  taken  out  at  the  place 
of  the  domicile,  is  invested  with  the  title  to  all  the  personal 
property  of  the  deceased  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  the 
efiects  of  the  estate,  paying  the  debts,  and  making  distribu- 
tion of  the  residue,  according  to  the  law  of  the  place,  or  di- 
rections of  the  will,  as  the  case  may  be^ 

It  is  true,  if  any  portion  of  the  estate  is  situated  in  another 
country,  he  cannot  recover  possession  by  suit  without  taking 
out  letters  of  administration  from  the  proper  tribunal  in  that 
country,  as  the  original  letters  can  confer  upon  him  no  extra- 
territorial authority.  The  difficulty  does  not  lie  in  anj'  de- 
fect of  title  to  the  possession,  but  in  a  limitation  or  qualifica- 
tion of  the  general  principles  in  respect  to  personal  property 
by  the  comity  of  nations,  founded  upon  the  policy  of  the 
foreign  country  to  protect  the  interests  of  its  home  creditors. 
These  letters  are  regarded  as  merely  ancillary  to  the  original 
letters,  as  to  the  collection  and  distribution  of  the  effects; 
and  generally  are  simply  made  subservient  to  the  claims  of 
the  domestic  creditors,  the  residuum  being  transmitted  to  the 
probate  court  of  the  country  of  the  domicile,  for  the  final 
settlement  of  the  estate.  It  is  upon  this  qualification  of  the 
law  of  comity  and  consequent  inability  of  the  original  ad- 
ministrator to  sue  in  the  foreign  country,  upon  which  the 
objection  is  founded  to  the  validity  of  the  voluntary  pay- 
ment by  the  foreign  debtor  to  him. 

There  is  doubtless  some  plausibility  in  it,  growing  out  of 
the  interest  of  the  home  creditors.  But  it  has  not  been  re- 
garded of  sufficient  weight  to  carry  with  it  the  judicial  mind 
of  the  country.    With  the  exception  of  the  case  in  the  State 


*  2  Kent's  Commentaries,  429;  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  {  870. 
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of  Tennessee,  none  have  been  referred  to,  nor  have  our  own 
researches  foand  any,  maintaining  the  invalidity  of  the  pay- 
ment. The  question  has  been  directly  and  indirectly  before 
several  of  the  courts  of  the  States,  and  the  opinions  have  all 
been  in  one  direction — ^in  favor  of  the  validity.* 

Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Conflict  of  Laws,t  has  expressed 
a  doubt  as  it  respects  the  soundness  of  the  doctrine  upon 
principles  of  international  law,  and  which  is  mainly  relied 
on  in  the  present  case  by  the  defendant  in  error.  He  had 
affirmed  it  in  Trecoihick  v.  Austin^  and  he  admits  in  a  note,| 
that  if  a  debtor  be  found  in  a  foreign  country  where  the 
creditor  died,  and  where  he  had  his  domicile,  and  was  sued 
by  the  administrator,  he  could  not  protect  himself  by  a  plea 
that  he  was  liable  to  pay  only  to  an  administrator  appointed 
at  the  place  of  his  (the  creditor's)  domicile.  All  debts  follow 
the  person,  not  of  the  debtor  in  respect  of  the  right  or  prop- 
erty, but  of  the  creditor,  to  whom  due.§ 

Judgment  reversed. 


Walker  v.  Walker's  Executor. 

1.  A  covenant  by  a  husbtnid  for  the  maintenance  of  the  wife,  contained  in 
a  deed  of  separation  between  them,  through  the  medium  of  trusteee, 
where  the  consideration  is  apparent,  must  now  be  regarded  on  authority 
as  valid,  notwitlistanding  the  serious  objections  to  such  deeds.  It  will 
accordingly  be  enforced  in  equity,  if  it  appear  that  the  deed  was  not 
made  in  contemplation  of  a  future  possible  separation,  but  in  respect  to 
one  which  was  to  occur  immediately,  or  for  the  continuance  of  one  that 
had  already  taken  place.  And  this  especially  if  the  separation  was 
occasioned  by  the  misconduct  of  the  husband,  and  the  provision  for  the 
wife's  support  was  reasonable  under  the  circumstances,  and  no  more 

*  Williams  «.  Storrs,  6  Johnson's  Chancery,  858;  Doolittle  «.  Lewis,  7 
lb.  61 ;  Yroom  v.  Van  Home,  10  Paige,  649,  657;  Schultz  v.  Pulver,  11 
Wendell,  861 ;  Trecoihick  v.  Austin,  4  Mason,  88;  Stevens  v.  Oaylord,  11 
Massachusetts,  256  ;  Nisbet  v.  Stewart,  2  Devereux  &  Battle,  24 ;  Parsons 
V.  Lyman,  20  New  York,  108. 

t  i  616  a.  t  ^b-  ^^  i  Thorne  v.  Watkins,  2  Yesey,  Sr.,  85. 
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than  a  court  before  which  she  was  entitled  to  carry  her.grieyanoes  would 
have  decreed  to  her  as  alimony. 

2.  The  yalidity  of  such  a  covenant  is  not  impaired  by  the  fact  that  the  deed 
contains  a  provision  that  if  the  parties  should  afterwards  come  to- 
gether, the  trust  should  remain  and  be  executed  in  like  manner,  as  if 
they  should  remain  separate. 

8.  A  husband  may  be  chargeable  as  trustee  with  the  income  of  bis  wife's 
separate  property,  and  if  he  have  received  it  from  her  to  invest  it  for 
her,  and  have  not  invested  it,  he  will  be  so  charged  at  her  suit,  whether 
the  income  be  of  property  which  he  has  settled  upon  her,  or  be  income 
from  some  other  separate  property  of  hers. 

4.  The  Federal  courts  where  they  have  jurisdiction  will  enforce,  for  the  fur- 
therance of  justice,  the  same  rules  in  the  adjustment  of  claims  against 
ancillary  executors,  that  the  local  courts  would  do  in  favor  of  their  own 
citizens. 

6.  A  widow,  by  being  a  mere  formal  party  to  a  deed  of  compromise  between 
the  heirs-at-law  of  a  decedent  and  his  residuary  devisees,  by  which  a 
specific  sum  is  given  to  the  former  and  the  residue  of  the  estate  to  the 
latter,  does  not  estop  herself  from  coming  upon  the  estate  with  a  claim 
for  separate  moneys  of  hers,  received  by  her  husband  to  invest  for  her,' 
but  which  he  did  not  so  invest ;  she  having  done  nothing  to  conceal  her 
claim  from  the  residuary  devisees,  and  the  **  residue  "  which  the  heirs 
surrendered  having  been  a  residue  after  the  proper  settlement  of  the 
estate. 

6.  Nor  does  she  estop  herself  from  asserting  such  a  claim  against  her  hus- 

band's executors,  by  her  acceptance  of  a  provision  under  his  will  which 
makes  a  limited  provision  for  her,  to  be  received,  with  income  under  a 
certain  trust  deed,  in  satisfaction  of  dower. 

7.  The  view  of  the  court  below  upon  an  ancient  item  of  account,  somewhat 

obscure,  and  where  there  was  but  little  evidence,  not  disturbed. 

8.  The  estate  of  a  husband,  who  had  maltreated  his  wife,  and  obtained  from 

her  the  income  of  her  separate  property  under  a  promise  to  invest  it  for 
her,  but  who  did  not  so  invest  it,  charged  after  his  death  with  interest, 
compounded  annually,  through  a  long  term  of  years,  and  deprived  of  all 
commissions  for  services  as  trustee. 

Appeal  from  the  Circait  Court  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts ;  the  case  was  this : 

In  September,  1846,  Dr.  William  Walker,  then  a  citizen 
of  Charlestown,  Massachusetts,  without  cause,  compelled  his 
wife  and  two  of  their  children  to  leave  his  house.  Before 
this  time  he  had  treated  his  wife  with  great  harshness  and 
cruelty,  proceeding  so  far  as  to  inflict  personal  violence  on 
her.  This  conduct  entitled  his  wife,  by  the  laws  of  Massa- 
chusetts, to  a  decree  of  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  and  for 
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a  proper  allowance  of  alimony;  and,  with  a  view  to  obtain 
these,  she  applied  to  counsel  to  take  legal  proceedings  against 
her  husband.  On  learning  this  Dr.  Walker  soug^it  the  ad- 
vice of  his  friend,  Uriel  Crocker,  and  requested  him  to  confer 
with  a  lawyer  on  the  subject.  This  friendly  service  was  per- 
foi'med  by  Mr.  Crocker,  and  the  conference  resulted  in  rec- 
ommending the  husband  to  settle  on  his  wife  $50,000,  and 
that  articles  of  separation  between  them  be  executed.  It 
was  considered  that  the  sum  agreed  on  was  a  suitable  settle- 
ment under  the  circumstances,  as  nearly  the  same  amount  had 
been  obtained  by  Dr.  Walker  from  the  estate  of  his  wife's 
father,  and  as  Dr.  Walker  was,  independently  of  this,  a  per- 
son of  fortune;  his  estate  at  the  time  having  been  between 
three  and  four  hundred  thousand  dollars. 

The  parties  adopted  the  recommendation  of  Mr.  Crocker 
and  his  conferee,  and  on  that  basis  the  articles  of  separation 
were  drawn  and  executed.  By  these  articles  Dr.  Walker 
transferred  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  wife,  the  amount  of 
property  agreed  upon,  and  directed  the  income  to  be  paid  to 
her  during  her  life.  This  transfer  was,  however,  on  the  ex- 
press condition  that  Mrs.  Walker  should  release  her  possi- 
bility of  dower,  when  asked  to  do  so,  to  all  the  real  estate 
which  he  should  sell  during  his  lifetime,  and  if  she  survived 
him,  that  she  should  release  her  right  of  dower  to  his  entire 
estate.  The  trustees  on  their  part  covenanted  to  indemnify 
the  husband  from  all  payment  of  alimony  thereafter,  and  the 
deed  contained  a  stipulation  that  if  the  parties  should  after- 
wards come  together  the  trust  should  remain,  and  be  exe* 
cuted  in  like  manner,  as  if  they  should  live  separate. 

The  parties  continued  to  live  apart,  after  the  execution  of 
these  articles,  until  the  month  of  April,  1846,  when  Mrs. 
Walker  returned  to  ker  husband  at  his  request,  and  again 
for  a  certiiin  time  lived  with  him. 

The  main  controversy  in  this  case  grew  out  of  transac- 
tions which  occurred  after  Mrs.  Walker  thus  returned  to  her 
husband's  house. 

The  money  was  admitted  to  have  been  always  paid  by 
the  trustees  into  Mrs.  Walker's  own  hands.    And  that  in 
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September,  1846,  when  the  first  payment  after  her  return 
to  her  husband's  house  was  due  under  the  deed  of  trust, 
Dr.  Walker  went  to  Mr.  Crocker,  the  managing  trustee, 
with  an  order  for  the  money  from  his  wife,  and  stated  that 
she  had  agreed  that  he  should  invest  the  amount  for  her, 
with  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars  previously  paid  to  her 
at  Crocker's  request. 

As  to  the  rest  of  this  part  of  the  case — assuming  that  the 
testimony  of  a  daughter.  Miss  Emily  Walker  (by  whose  tes- 
timony the  facts  in  regard  to  it  were  in  a  considerable  de- 
gree sought  to  be  established),  could  be  relied  on — the  facts 
were  these : 

On  the  occasion  of  a  second  payment,  which  was  made 
to  the  wife  in  person,  as  were  the  rest.  Miss  Walker  tes- 
tified that  her  father  wished  her  mother  to  give  him  the 
money  unconditionally,  saying  that  she  had  no  need  of  it, 
now  that  she  was  in  the  house  with  him,  and  that  all  her 
wants  were  supplied;  but  the  request  was  declined.  The 
subject  was  discussed  between  the  parties  for  several  days, 
and  finally  Mrs.  Walker  surrendered  the  checks  for  the 
money,  on  the  promise  of  her  husband  to  invest  them  for  her 
at  the  time  he  received  them.  The  same  discussion  ensued 
when  the  next  payment  was  made,  and  the  same  struggle 
occurred  on  the  part  of  the  husband  to  get  the  money  from 
the  wife  without  any  promise,  and  with  the  same  result — on 
agreement  by  him  to  invest  it  for  her.  The  discussion  and 
struggle  were  renewed  on  the  occasion  of  the  receipt  by  the 
wife  of  the  third  payment,  and  was  ended  by  the  husband 
promising  the  wife  to  invest  the  check  then  on  hand,  and 
all  future  checks  which  he  should  receive  from  her,  for  her 
benefit.  After  this  there  was  quiet  in  the  family,  and  Mrs. 
Walker,  relying  on  her  husband's  promise,  paid  to  him, 
while  she  remained  in  his  house,  the  successive  checks  as 
they  were  received  from  the  trustee.  In  1855,  Dr.  Walker 
was  taken  ill.  His  daughter,  already  named,  testified  as  to 
what  took  place  during  this  illness  as  follows : 

<'  He  said  that  he  was  very  ill ;  that  he  could  not  live  many 


Bee.  1869.]  Walkek  v.  Walker.  747 

Statement  of  the  case. 

weeks,  perhaps  not  many  days;  that  there  were  some  things 
which  he  had  neglected  to  attend  to;  that  this  neglect  troubled 
him  a  great  deal.  He  had  neglected,  he  said,  to  invest  the 
money  which  he  had  received  from  my  mother,  which  she  had 
received  from  the  trustee,  Mr.  Crocker;  that  he  had  intended  to 
invest  it ;  that  the  diffiealty  with  him  had  been  to  find  a  safe 
investment;  that  it  was  her  money,  and  all  she  had;  that  it 
would  not  do  to  risk  anything  with  it.  This  he  said  to  me,  not 
once  but  many  times." 

The  witness  was  sharply  cross-examined,  and  otherwise 
attempted  to  be  discredited ;  but  nothing  was  said  by  her, 
or  shown  by  others,  to  bring  into  doubt  her  original  state- 
ment. 

At  another  time — ^having  previously  requested  Crocker  to 
defer  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  then  due  to  his  wife, 
on  account  of  his  apprehension  that  she  would  be  unwilling 
to  have  it  invested  for  her,  as  he  wished  to  do— he  desired 
Crocker  to  go  to  his  house  and  pay  his  wife  the  money, 
as  he  had  a  good  chauce  to  invest  it.  In  fact  the  whole  evi- 
dence made  it  clear  that  Dr.  Walker  received  the  income 
of  his  wife's  estate  from  her  hands  on  the  condition  that  he 
would  invest  it,  as  received,  for  her  benefit,  and  that  he 
agreed  to  this  condition. 

Mre.  Walker  lived  with  her  husband  until  June,  1860, 
when  she  again  abandoned  his  house  on  account  of  his  cruel 
treatment  of  herself  and  their  daughters,  and  remained  away 
from  him  during  the  residue  of  his  life. 

After  the  separation  in  June,  1860,  Dr.  Walker  went  to 
reside  in  Newport^  R.  J.,  a7)d  died  there  in  1865,  leaving  more 
than  a  million  of  dollars  of  estate,  and  a  will,  which,  after 
setting  aside  $180,000  in  trust,  to  secure  from  the  income  to 
his  wife,  with  the  rents  of  the  $50,000,  settled  in  1846,  an 
annual  income  of  $3000;  and  to  his  children  the  remaining 
income ;  and  after  various  legacies,  including  that  of  most 
of  his  silver  plate  between  his  wife  and  daughters,  left  the 
residue  of  his  estate  to  literary  and  scientific  institutions. 
The  provision  made  by  his  will  for  his  wife  was  declared  by 
the  will  to  be  "in  full  and  in  lieu  of  her  dower/' 
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Loiters  testamentary  were  granted  on  Dr.  Walker's  estate 
in  Rhode  Island;  but  letters  ancillarj  were  also  granted  in 
Massachusetts,  where  he  had  a  large  amount  of  personal 
property  as  well  as  in  Rhode  Island. 

The  granting  of  letters  testamentary  upon  Dr.  Walker's 
estate  was  opposed  by  his  heirs-at-lavv,  and  after  the  grant 
of  the  letters,  they  threatening  to  seek  to  have  them  vacated, 
a  compromise  was  effected,  and  a  deed  executed  accordingly, 
between  the  heirs  and  the  residuary  devisees,  by  which  the 
former  released  to  the  latter,  after  the  payment  to  them- 
selves of  a  considerable  sum  of  money,  the  residue  of  the 
estate,  after*  payment  of  all  debts  and  just  claims  upon  it 
Mrs.  Walker  was  a  formal  party  to  this  deed. 

Mrs.  Walker  now,  October  Term,  1865,  filed  a  bill  against 
her  husband's  executors,  alleging  a  trust  or  investment  as 
respected  the  moneys  which  she  had  paid  into  his  hands,  and 
calling  for  an  account. 

The  executors,  either  by  the  answer  or  in  the  argument, 
set  up  as  defences  to  the  bill, 

1.  That  the  original  article  of  separation,  having  been  a 
voluntary  agreement  of  husband  and  wife  to  live  separately, 
was  invalid;  and  the  trust  created  by  it  of  course  invalid 
also;  that  this  especially  was  so  as  the  instrument  was  con- 
strued  by  the  other  side,  for  that  this  construction  made  it 
his  interest  to  oppose  his  wife's  return  to  his  house,  since  he 
would  have  then  both  to  support  her  and  to  let  her  have  the 
separate  income  also. 

2.  That  as  to  the  sums  received  from  his  wife,  equity 
would  not  make  Dr.  Walker  a  trustee  for  her ;  that  if  he 
could  properly  be  a  trustee  at  any  time,  yet  that  during  the 
cohabitation  of  the  parties  the  trust  was  suspended ;  more- 
over that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  show  any  intention 
to  make  himself  such  trustee  in  fact;  the  bill  not  being  filed 
until  twenty  years  after  the  alleged  promises  were  made, 
and  the  evidence  to  support  it  being  chiefly  that  of  the 
daughter,  a  witness  naturally  inclined  to  the  mother's  side, 
and  whose  statements  were  largely  colored  by  her  opinions 
and  feelings. 
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8.  That  Dr.  Walker  having  died  in  Rhode  Island,  and  his 
will  having  been  proved  there,  this  suit  should  have  been 
brought  there  and  not  in  Massachusetts,  where  it  was 
brought. 

4.  That  Mrs.  Walker,  having  been  a  party  to  the  deed  of 
compromise,  was  estopped  from  bringing  this  suit. 

5.  That  by  accepting  the  provisions  of  her  husband's  will 
she  had  waived  all  right  to  maintain  a  suit  like  the  present 
one. 

The  court  below  sustained  the  bill ;  held  Dr.  Walker  a 
trustee  to  invest  for  his  wife  the  income  of  the  settled  prop- 
erty received  by  him  from  her;  and  referred  the  case  to  a 
master  for  an  account.  The  master  charged  Dr.  Walker's 
estate  accordingly,  charging  him  also  interest  compounded 
annually,  but  allowed  him  commissions  as  trustee,  $1682.88. 
He  also  allowed  his  estate  a  credit  of  $2400,  which  was 
claimed  by  it  in  virtue  of  a  receipt  of  his  wife's,  thus: 

"  Out  of  the  sum  of  2087  dollars  and  97  cents,  which  I  have 
received  of  the  trustees,  as  specified  in  their  two  first  accounts, 
I  have  refunded  to  my  hushand  $1500,  fifteen  hundred  dollars, 
being  part  payment  of  24  hundred  dollars,  which  he  gave,  at  my 
request  and  on  my  account,  in  equal  proportion  to  my  two  sons ; 
and  I  agree  that  the  like  sum  of  12  hundred  dollars  shall  be  given 
successively  to  my  other  children,  Frances,  Kate,  and  Abby,  in 
such  manner  as  may  be  agreed  upon  between  me  and  my  husband, 
as  far  as  the  income  or  the  trust  property  will  allow,  reserving 
to  myself  the  right  to  use  as  much  of  said  income  as  I  may  need 
for  private  expenses  and  any  charitable  objects  I  may  wish  to 
favor. 

"  Eliza  Walker. 

"BosTOK,  March  27, 1847." 

The  Circuit  Court  afiirmed  this  report,  giving  Mrs.  Walker 
a  decree  for  $81,760.86;  and  Mrs.  Walker  appealed,  assert- 
ing among  other  things  that  not  only  was  Dr.  Walker  en- 
titled to  no  commissions  as  trustee,  but  that  his  conduct  was 
such  as  deserved  severe  treatment,  and  that  interest  ought 
to  have  been  compounded  semi-annually. 
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The  case  was  elaborately  and  ably  argued  by  Messrs.  Sid- 
net/  Bartkti  and  B.  B,  Curtis^  for  (he  appellant;  and  by  Messrs, 
Tkonias  and  Huichins^  contra;  the  additional  point  being  made 
in  this  court  in  behalf  of  Dr.  Walker's  estate,  that  under  the 
General  Laws  of  Massachusetts,  ch.  97,  section  16,  the  execu- 
tors were  not  liable  to  this  suit,  because  it  was  begun  within 
one  year  after  they  gave  bonds. 

Mr.  Justice  DAVIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  bill  here  seeks  to  charge  the  estate  of  Dr.  Walker, 
in  the  hands  of  his  executors,  with  a  trust  in  favor  of  his 
widow.  The  court  below  found  that  the  trust  existed  and 
was  valid,  and  this  appeal  seeks  to  review  that  decision  as 
erroneous. 

Two  principal  questions  are  presented  for  consideration: 

Ist.  Is  the  trust  created  by  the  articles  of  separation  in 
this  case  valid,  and  will  a  court  of  equity  enforce  it? 

2d.  Can  a  husband  be  a  trustee  for  his  wife ;  and  if  so,  did 
Dr.  Walker  constitute  himself  such  a  trustee  or  not  ? 

It  is  contended  that  deeds  of  separation  between  husband 
and  wife  cannot  be  upheld,  because  it  is  against  public  policy 
to  allow  parties  sustaining  that  relation  to  vary  their  duties 
and  responsibilities  by  entering  into  an  agreement  which 
contemplates  a  partial  dissolution  of  the  marriage  contract. 
If  the  question  were  before  us,  unaffected  by  decision,  it 
would  present  difiiculties,  for  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  there 
are  serious  objections  to  voluntary  separations  between  mar- 
ried persons.  But  contracts  of  this  nature  for  the  separate 
maintenance  of  the  wife,  through  the  intervention  of  a  trus- 
tee, have  received  the  sanction  of  the  courts  in  England  and 
in  this  country  for  so  long  a  period  of  time  that  the  law  ou 
the  subject  must  be  considered  as  settled.* 

*  Compton  V,  Collinson,  2  Brown's  Chancery,  877;  WorraU  v.  Jaeob|  8 
Merivale,  266;  Jee  v.  Thurlow,  2  BarnewaU  &  CresweU,  546;  Webeter  0. 
Webster,  1  Smalo  &  Gif.  489;  S.  G.  28  English  Law  and  Equity,  216;  17 
Id.  278;  Kandle  v.  Gould,  8  Ellis  &  Blackburne,  457  ;  Carson  v.  Murra;^,  8 
Puige,  488 ;  Nichols  v.  Palmer,  5  Day,  47 ;  Hutton  v.  Duey,  8  Barr,  100; 
Bettle  V.  Wilson,  14  Ohio,  257 ;  Chapman  v»  Gray,  8  Georgia,  841 ;  Beed  0. 
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It  is  true  that  different  judges,  in  discussing  the  question, 
have  struggled  against  maintaining  the  principle;  but  while 
doing  so  they  have  not  felt  themselves  at  liberty  to  disregard 
it,  on  account  of  the  great  weight  of  authority  with  which 
it  was  supported,  and  have,  therefore,  uniformly  adhered  to 
it.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  extent  to  which 
the  doctrine  has  been  carried  meets  our  approbation,  nor 
are  we  required  to  discuss  the  subject  in  any  aspect  which 
this  case  does  not  present.  It  is  enough  for  the  purposes  of 
this  suit  to  say  that  a  covenant  by  the  husband  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  wife,  contained  in  a  deed  of  separation  be- 
tween them,  through  the  medium  of  trustees,  where  the 
consideration  is  apparent,  is  valid,  and  will  be  enforced  in 
equity,  if  it  appears  that  the  deed  was  not  made  in  contem- 
plation of  a  future  possible  separation,  but  in  respect  to  one 
which  was  to  occur  immediately,. or  for  the  continuance  of 
one  that  had  already  taken  place.  And  this  is  especially 
true  if  the  separation  was  occasioned  by  the  misconduct  of 
the  husband,  and  the  provision  for  the  wife's  support  was 
reasonable  under  the  circumstances,  and  no  more  than  a 
court,  before  which  she  was  entitled  to  carry  her  grievances, 
would  have  decreed  to  her  as  alimony.  In  this  state  of  the 
law  on  the  subject,  it  is  clear  the  deed  of  settlement  in  con- 
troversy was  unobjectionable.  It  is  equally  clear  that  the 
separation  accomplished  by  it  was  the  best  thing  for  the 
parties  at  the  time,  and  that  it  ultimately  led  to  a  reunion 
which  lasted  over  fourteen  years.  The  evidence  shows  that 
the  bad  conduct  of  Dr.  Walker  to  his  wife  justified  her  in 
leaving  him,  and  entitled  her  to  a  legal  separation  at  the 
hands  of  a  court,  with  alimony  in  proportion  to  the  value  of 
liis  estate.  For  many  reasons,  which  are  apparent  without 
stating  them,  it  was  desirable,  if  possible,  to  avoid  a  judicial 
investigation,  and  accordingly  negotiations  to  this  end  were 
commenced  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  which  resulted  in 


Beazle}^  1  Bluckford,  97;  WeUs  v.  Stout,  9  California,  494;  Dellinger's 
Appeal,  35  Pennsylvania,  857;  Gaines  o.  Poor,  8  Metcalf  (Ky.)  503;  Hunt 
V.  Hunt,  judgment  by  Lord  Westbury  in  6  Law  Times  Rep.  778. 
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secaring  to  the  wife  a  suitable  provision  for  her  support. 
This  settlement  was  made  by  him,  and  accepted  by  her,  not 
only  in  lieu  of  alimony,  which  she  could  have  obtained,  bat 
also  in  place  of  dower;  and  the  covenant  of  the  trustees 
against  any  future  claim  of  alimony,  and  their  agreement 
that  the  wife's  debts  should  be  paid  out  of  the  property  con- 
veyed to  them,  furnished  the  security  to  the  husband  for  the 
permanent  arrangement  contemplated  by  the  parties.  If 
we  consider  that  the  value  of  the  property  transferred  to  the 
trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  was  but  little  more  than 
the  husband  received  in  her  right  from  her  father's  estate, 
and  that,  at  the  time,  he  was  worth  between  three  and  four 
hundred  thousand  dollars,  it  would  seem  the  provision  for 
the  wife's  maintenance  was  less  than  she  had  a  right  to  de- 
mand and  ought  to  have  received.  If  the  law  authorizes  a 
wife  to  leave  her  husband  on  account  of  cruel  treatment,  and 
to  get  from  him  a  competent  support,  it  cannot  withhold  its 
sanction  to  the  articles  of  separation  concluded  between 
these  parties  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  evi* 
dence  in  this  case.  It  is  insisted  the  obligation  of  the  trust 
was  discharged  when  the  wife  returned  to  her  husband's 
house,  but  this  is  a  mistaken  view  of  the  efiect  of  the  instru- 
ment. It  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  arrange* 
ment  should  be  permanent,  and  to  accomplish  that  purpose 
the  agreement  was  framed  so  that  the  wife  should  enjoy  her 
separate  estate  during  life,  although  she  should  subsequently 
become  reconciled  to  her  husband,  and  cohabit  with  him. 
We  can  see  no  valid  objection  to  such  a  provision,  and  it  is 
certainly  supported  by  authority.*  The  husband  had  a  right 
to  make  a  settlement  upon  his  wife  without  any  view  to  sep- 
aration, and  the  insertion  of  this  provision  shows  that  he 
did  not  intend  the  settlement  to  cease  on  the  return  of  the 
wife  to  cohabitation.  There  is  no  good  reason  why  effect 
should  not  be  given  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  on  the 
subject.     If,  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  it  is  desirable  that 


*  "Wilson  V,  Mushett,  8  Barnewall  A  Adolphos,  748;  Bell  on  Husband  and 
Wife,  625-641. 
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the  parties  shoald  be  reconciled,  whatever  tends  to  promote 
such  a  result  will  receive  the  favorable  consideration  of  a 
court  of  equity.  Without  this  provision  there  was  no  in- 
ducement for  Mrs.  Walker  to  return  to  her  husband;  with 
it  she  could  try  to  live  ^ith  him  again,  and  if  his  previous 
bad  treatment  was  repeated  she  was  fortified  against  the 
contingency  of  being  turned  away  another  time  penniless. 
There  was  nothing  in  his  previous  conduct  to  inspire  her 
with  confidence  in  his  subsequent  good  behavior,  and  but  for 
the  fact  that  the  means  of  support  were  secured  to  her  in 
case  her  life  became  intolerable  with  him,  it  is  reasonable  to 
infer  that  she  would  never  have  ventured  to  cohabit  with 
him  after  the  separation.  It  is  clear,  then,  that  this  trust 
was  operative  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  and  that  a  court 
of  equity  will  enforce  it. 

The  next  inquiry  relates  to  transactions  which  occurred 
after  the  wife  returned  to  her  husband  at  his  request,  and 
on  which  the  claim  for  relief  in  this  case  is  based.  That  a 
husband  may  be  a  trustee  for  his  wife,  and  can  be  compelled 
in  equity  to  account  for  any  money  or  property  belonging 
to  her  which  he  has  received,  in  the  same  manner  that  a 
stranger  would  be  held  to  account,  is  a  doctrine  so  well  set- 
tled that  it  hardly  requires  a  citation  of  authorities  to  sus- 
tain it.* 

It  makes  no  difference  whether  the  property  which  he  has 
received  was  settled  by  him  upon  his  wife,  or  came  to  her 
through  other  sources.  If  the  property  was  her  own  sepa- 
rate and  exclusive  estate  and  he  has  agreed  to  become  her 
trustee  respecting  it,  his  liability  attaches,  and  he  will  be 
charged  with  the  trust.  The  property  settled  upon  Mrs. 
Walker  by  the  articles  of  separation  was  her  separate  estate, 
and  to  be  enjoyed  by  her  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had 
been  conveyed  to  trustees  for  her  benefit,  by  settlement  be- 
fore marriage.  The  income  secured  to  her  was  not  sus- 
pended by  her  returning  to  live  with  her  husband,  on  his 

*  2  Kent,  163,  and  cases  cited;  2  Story's  Equity,  {  1380;  Neves  v.  Scott, 
9  Uownrd,  212;  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  8  Law  Times  Kep.,  N.  S.  749; 
Grant  v.  Grant,  12  Id.  721. 
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BolicitatioD,  nor  had  he  any  right  to  retain  it  by  way  of  set-off 
against  the  expense  of  her  living.  If  for  any  cause  he  de* 
sired  the  state  of  separation  to  cease,  and  invited  his  wife  to 
return,  it  was  his  duty,  as  it  should  have  been  his  pleasure, 
out  of  his  abundant  means,  to  have* given  her  a  decent  sup- 
port. What  is  the  evidence  touching  the  question  whether 
Dr.  Walker  constituted  himself  the  trustee  for  his  wife  in 
resf>ect  to  the  income  derived  from  her  separate  estate? 

It  is  clear  and  uncontradicted,  that  Dr.  Walker  received 
the  rents  and  incomes  of  his  wife's  estate, /rom  Acr,  on  the 
condition  to  which  he  agreed,  that  he  would  invest  them  for 
her  benefit  as  they  were  received,  and  this  agreement  im- 
posed on  him  the  character  of  a  trustee  as  to  this  property. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  sanction  the  grossest  fraud. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  create  the  trust  that  the  husband  should 
use  any  particular  form  of  words,  nor  need  those  words  be 
in  writing.  All  that  is  required  is  that  language  should 
have  been  employed  equivalent  to  a  declaration  of  trust 
That  the  words  which  Dr.  Walker  used  constituted  him  the 
trustee  of  his  wife,  cannot  admit  of  controversy.  An  attempt 
is  made  to  discredit  the  principal  witness,  by  whom  the  im- 
portant facts  in  this  case  are  proved,  but  it  has  wholly  failed. 
Her  narrative  of  the  occurrences  which  led  to  the  separation, 
and  of  the  transactions  out  of  which  the  trust  arises,  is  in- 
telligently given,  does  not  vary  on  cross-examination,  and 
bears  the  impress  of  truth. 

It  is  insisted  that  thisL  suit  should  have  been  brought  in 
Rhode  Island,  because  Dr.  Walker  had  his  domicile  in  that 
State  when  he  died,  and  his  will  is  proved  there.  But  the 
will  was  also  proved  in  Massachusetts,  where  ancillary  ad- 
ministration was  obtained;  and  if,  as  is  conceded  in  such  a 
ease,  the  assets  received  and  inventoried  by  the  executors 
there  are  liable  to  the  claims  of  the  citizens  of  Massachu- 
setts, the  citizens  of  other  States  will  be  placed  on  the  same 
footing  in  this  respect,  in  the  Federal  courts  sitting  in  Mas- 
sachusetts, where  there  is  no  suggestion  of  insolvency.  The 
Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States,  with  full  equity  powers, 
have  jurisdiction  over  executors  and  administrators,  where 
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the  parties  are  citizens  of  different  States,  and  will  enforce 
the  same  rules  in  the  adjustment  of  claims  against  them 
tliat  the  local  courts  administer  in  favor  of  their  own  citi- 
zens.* 

It  is  urged  that  Mrs.  Walker  is  estopped  from  setting  up 
this  claim  because  she  was  a  party  to  the  indenture  of  com- 
promise. But  if  so,  she  was  only  a  formal  party  to  it,  re- 
ceived nothing  under  it,  and  was  not  concerned  with  the 
residue  of  the  estate,  which  it  proposed  to  adjust  only  after 
the  debts,  legacies,  and  liabilities  were  paid.  Having  done 
nothing  to  conceal  her  claim,  nor  imposed  upon  the  parties 
to  the  compromise  respecting  it,  she  cannot  be  considered  as 
having  waived  her  right  to  prosecute  it. 

But  if  this  defence  is  overruled,  it  is  nevertheless  con- 
tended that  Mrs.  Walker,  by  accepting  the  provisions  of  her 
husband's  will,  waived  her  right  to  institute  this  suit;  but 
this  is  giving  an  effect  to  the  acceptance  not  warranted  by 
the  terms  of  the  will,  or  anything  connected  with  the  case. 
Dr.  Walker  in  his  will  saw  fit  to  make  a  limited  provision 
for  his  wife,  and  to  declare  that  it  was  to  be  received,  with 
the  income  under  the  trust  deed,  in  full  satisfaction  of  dower 
in  his  estate.  Nothing  is  said  about  the  other  trust  under 
which  he  received  the  separate  property  of  his  wife  to  be 
invested,  and  it  is  hard  to  see  how  his  estate  can  be  released 
from  accounting  for  it,  or  the  status  of  the  complainant  af- 
fected, because  she  consents  to  take  under  the  will  what  is 
given  her  in  satisfaction  of  dower. 

It  is  objected  that  the  executors  are  not  liable  to  this  suit 
because  it  was  commenced  within  one  year  after  they  gave 
bonds  for  the  discharge  of  their  trust.f  But  this  defence  is 
not  now  open  to  the  respondents.  To  have  availed  them- 
selves of  it,  it  was  necessary  that  it  should  have  been  pre- 
sented at  the  earliest  stage  of  the  proceedings.  In  not  doing 
so,  they  will  be  considered  as  having  waived  their  right  to 
insist  that  the  suit  was  brought  too  soon. 

*  Green *B  Admr.  v.  Creighton,  28  Howard,  90;  Harvey  v,  RichardS|  1 
Maeon,  881. 
t  Sec  Gen.  Statutes  of  Mass.,  c.  xcvii,  {  16. 
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The  remaining  questions  in  this  case  relate  to  the  excep- 
tions of  the  parties  to  the  master's  report.  In  dealing  with 
these  exceptions,  it  seems  to  us  that  all  we  are  required  to 
notice  are  embraced  in  three  different  points  of  inquiry: 

1st.  Did  the  master  err  in  allowing  Dr.  Walker  $2400,  as 
a  deduction  from  the  income  of  the  trust  property  ? 

2d.  Should  the  interest  charged  against  the  trustee  be 
compounded  annually,  or  semi-annually? 

3d.  Was  the  trustee  entitled  to  any  compensation  for  his 
services? 

The  solution  of  the  first  inquiry  depends  on  the  effect  to 
be  given  to  the  receipt  or  memorandum  signed  by  the  com- 
plainant, dated  March  27th,  1847.  The  complainant  insists 
in  the  adjustment  of  the  account  the  master  mistook  the 
effect  of  the  instrument,  and  that  he  should  have  allowed  as 
a  credit  against  her  $1500,  instead  of  $2400.  It  is  not  easy, 
after  this  lapse  of  time,  to  tell  the  exact  basis  on  which  the 
accounts  should  be  settled  with  reference  to  this  receipt.  It 
was  a  memorandum  made  when  the  parties  were  living  iu 
harmony,  and  after  Dr.  Walker  had  undertaken  to  invest 
for  his  wife  the  first  check  delivered  to  him  by  her,  and  after 
her  purpose  was  manifest  that  the  entire  income  of  her  estate 
should  be  invested  to  provide  against  the  contingencies  of 
the  future.  And  yet  this  memorandum  shows  that  she  so 
^ar  modified  this  purpose  as  to  authorize  her  husband  to  give 
for  her  $1200  to  each  of  her  two  sons,  and  expressed  the  in- 
tention of  making  an  equal  donation  to  her  other  children. 
The  matter  was  probably  adjusted  between  the  parties,  and, 
although  there  is  no  proof  on  the  subject,  the  Circuit  Court, 
doubtless,  in  approving  this  part  of  the  master's  report, 
acted  on  the  idea  that  by  long  acquiescence  it  should  be 
treated  as  having  been  settled.  We  cannot  say  that  this 
view  of  the  subject  is  wrong,  and  the  exception  is,  there- 
fore, overruled. 

2d.  The  next  exception  relates  to  the  manner  of  comput- 
ing interest.  That  Dr.  Walker  acted  in  utter  disregard  of 
his  trust,  is  too  plain  for  controversy.  He  treated  the  money 
as  his  own;  neither  kept  nor  rendered  any  account  of  his 
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trust;  and  his  conduct  throughout  is  irreconcilable  with  the 
intention  to  perform  his  agreement.  There  is  not  a  shadow 
of  excuse  for  his  neglect  The  reason  assigned  for  it  to  his 
daughter,  when  on  his  sick-bed,  that  he  had  not  been  able 
to  find  safe  investments  for  the  money,  was  the  merest  pre- 
tence. It  could  not  be  otherwise,  as  he  was  an  intelligent 
man,  of  large  wealth,  and  well  informed  on  the  subject  of 
investing  moneys.  The  condition  of  his  estate  shows  that 
he  had  abundant  opportunities  for  profitable  investment  on 
his  own  account;  and  if  so,  how  can  it  truthfully  be  said  he 
could  not  find  safe  investments  for  the  small  sums  in  his 
hands  belonging  to  his  wife?  A  court  of  equity,  the  especial 
guardian  of  trusts,  will  not  tolerate  excuses  of  this  sort  on 
the  part  of  a  trustee,  for  omitting  to  discharge  his  duty  to 
his  cestui  que  trust  There  is,  therefore,  no  hesitation  in  the 
court  to  allow,  in  the  adjustment  of  the  trustee's  account, 
the  interest  to  be  compounded  annually.  It  has  been  ar- 
gued with  earnestness  that  this  is  a  case  for  severe  treatment, 
and  that  the  master  should  have  allowed  semi-annual  rests; 
but  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  discuss  the  subject,  as  the  court 
are  equally  divided  in  opinion  upon  the  question  which  it 
presents. 

8d.  The  master  was  wrong  in  allowing  any  compensation 
to  the  trustee  for  his  services,  and  the  exception  taken  to 
that  part  of  his  report  is,  therefore,  sustained.  To  hold  that, 
in  a  case  like  this,  the  trustee  should  be  allowed  conipen* 
sation,  when  he  literally  did  nothing  towards  executing  bis 
trust,  but  on  the  contrary  was  guilty  of  the  grossest  abuses 
concerning  it,  would  be  a  departure  from  correct  principle. 
The  sustaining  this  exception  renders  a  modification  of  the 
decree  in  the  Circuit  Court  necessary.  That  court  passed  a 
decree  in  favor  of  the  complainant  for  |81,750.85.  It  shoul^ 
have  been  increased  by  the  addition  of  $1682.88,  which  sum 
was  deducted,  in  the  account  stated,  for  the  trustee's  ser^- 
viees.  The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is,  therefore,  modi- 
fied, on  the  basis  that  the  complainant,  at  the  time  it  was 
rendered,  was  entitled  to  recover  from  the  respondents  the 
sum  of  183,433.23. 
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luterest  will  follow  from  the  date  of  the  decree,  at  the  rate 
allowed  ou  judgments  and  decrees  in  Massachusetts. 


The  Guy. 


1.  The  principles  laid  down  in  The  OrapeAh^i  (supraj  129),  bo  far  as  relatei 

to  liens  upon  foreign  vesselB  for  repairs,  affirmed. 

2.  The  fact  that  the  person  calling  himself  owner  and  agent  of  the  yessel 

gave  acceptances  for  the  amount  charged  for  the  repairs  held  not  to 
affect  the  case,  the  acceptor  having  been  insolvent  and  unworthy  of 
credit,  and  the  credit  having  in  fact  been  given  to  the  boat. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  New  York. 

Tall  filed  a  libel,  in  the  District  Court  at  N'ew  York,  against 
the  steamer  Guy,  claiming  a  lien  on  the  boat  for  repairs  made 
upon  her  in  Baltimore,  Marj'land,  and  alleged  bj  the  libel 
to  have  been  necessary  to  fit  her  for  the  prosecution  of  her 
then  employment,  which  was,  in  connection  with  several 
other  boats,  the  transportation  of  the  government  mails,  and 
of  passengers  and  freight,  between  Norfolk,  Virginia,  and 
Newbern,  North  Carolina.  It  was  admitted  that  Baltimore 
was  not  the  home-port  of  the  Guy,  and  indeed  that  ahe  did 
not  belong  to  Maryland  at  all.  The  repairs  were  ordered 
by  one  Olney,  who  called  himself  proprietor  and  agent  of  the 
line,  and  seemed  to  have  been  the  owner  of  the  Gay;  and 
they  were  reasonably  fit  and  necessary.  There  was  proof 
that  the  libel laut  received  from  Olney  acceptances  for  the 
amount  of  the  repairs ;  but  none  that  they  were  taken  in 
absolute  payment.  On  the  contrary,  it  appeared  that  the 
acceptor  was  insolvent  and  unworthy  of  credit,  and  that,  in 
fact,  the  credit  was  given  to  the  boat. 

The  boat  having  subsequently  arrived  in  New  York,  was 
arrested  on  this  libel.  One  Healy  now  appeared  as  claimant, 
setting  up  a  transfer  to  him  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the 
repairs  made,  and  resisted  a  condemnation. 
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The  District  Court  decreed  in  favor  of  the  libellant,  and 
the  Circuit  Court  having  affirmed  the  decree,  the  case  was 
brought  here. 

After  argument  by  Mr.  JEvariSyfor  the  appellanly  and  Messrs. 
W.  W.  Goodrich  and  0.  HorwitZj  contra^ 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

court,  to  the  efiect,  that  upon  the  facts  established  it  was 

apparent  that  the  case  was  to  be  governed  by  the  principles 

settled  at  this  term  in  the  case  of  The  Grapeshoi*  and  that 

the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  having  been  in  accordance 

with  those  principles,  must  be 

Affibmed. 


Watkins  v.  United  States. 

1.  Pleading  over  without  reservation  to  a  declaration  adjudged  good  on  de- 

murrer, is  a  waiver  of  the  demurrer. 

2.  On  a  suit  by  the  United  States  upon  a  marshal's  official  bond,  the  gov- 

ernment may  properly  rest  in  the  first  instance,  after  having  introduced 
evidence,  in  the  form  of  duly  certified  transcripts  of  the  adjustment  of 
his  accounts  by  the  nccounting  officers  of  the  Treasury.  It  need  not 
show  that  the  marshul  bad  notice  of  the  adjustment  of  his  accounts  or 
of  the  balance  found  against  him  in  the  transcript. 
8.  In  order  to  allow  a  marshal  in  such  a  suit  to  set  off  a  credit,  it  must  be 
shown  that  the  claim  for  credit  has  been  legally  presented  to  the  ac- 
counting officers  of  the  Treasury  for  their  examination  and  been  by 
them  (except  in  certain  cases)  disallowed.  And  to  be  legally  presented 
the  claim  should  be  presented  by  items,  and  with  the  proper  vouchers. 

The  United  States  brought  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court  fojr 
Maryland  against  Watkins,  late  marshal  of  the  United  States, 
and  his  sureties,  on  the  official  bond  of  the  said  marshal. 
Judgment  was  given  for  the  United  States;  and  Watkins 
took  a  writ  of  error. 

*  Supra^  129. 
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Mr.  W.  M.  Addison^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error;  Mr.  W.  A. 
Fieldy  Assistant  Attomey-Qeneraly  contra, 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  stated  the  case  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

Persons  accountable  for  public  money,  if  they  neglect  or 
refuse  to  pay  the  sura  or  balance  reported  to  be  due  to  the 
United  States,  upon  the  adjustment  of  their  accounts,  are 
liable  for  the  amount;  and  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  comp* 
troller  to  institute  suit  for  the  recovery  of  the  same,  adding 
to  the  sum  stated  to  be  due  the  commissions  of  the  delinquent 
and  interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the 
time  the  officer  received  the  money  until  it  shall  be  repaid.* 
Transcripts  from  the  books  and  proceedings  of  the  treasury, 
certified  by  the  register  and  authenticated  under  the  seal  of 
the  department,  are  expressly  declared  to  be  competent  evi- 
dence in  every  such  case  of  delinquency,  and  all  copies  of 
bonds,  contracts,  or  other  papers  relating  to  or  connected 
with  the  settlement  of  any  such  account,  when  certified  by 
the  register  to  be  truQ  copies  of  the  original  on  file,  and  au- 
thenticated under  the  seal  of  the  department,  may  be  an- 
nexed to  such  transcripts,  and  shall  have  equal  validity  and 
be  entitled  to  the  same  degree  of  credit  which  would  be  due 
to  the  original  papers,  if  produced  and  authenticated  in 
courtf  Judgment  is  required  to  be  rendered  in  such  eases 
at  the  return  term,  unless  the  defendant  shall,  in  open  court, 
make  oath  that  he  is  equitably  entitled  to  credits  which  had 
been  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  accounting  officers 
of  the  treasury,  and  been  rejected  previous  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  specifying  each  particular  claim  so  rejected, 
in  the  affidavit,  and  stating  to  the  effect  that  ho  cannot  safely 
go  to  trial  without  that  evidence.  Such  an  affidavit  being 
filed,  the  court  may  grant  a  continuance  to  the  next  term, 
but  not  otherwise;  and  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  provides 
that,  in  suits  between  the  United  States  and  individiuilSy  no  claim 
for  a  credit  shall  be  admitted  upon  trial,  but  such  as  shall 

•  1  Stat  at  Large,  612.  f  lb.  618. 
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appear  to  have  beeu  presented  to  the  accounting  officers  of 
the  treasury  for  their  examination,  and  which  have  been  by 
them  disallowed  in  whole  or  in  part,  unless  it  is  proved  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the  defendant  is,  at  the  time 
of  the  trial,  in  the  possession  of  vouchers  not  before  in  his 
power  to  procure,  and  that  he  was  prevented  from  exhibit- 
ing a  claim  for  such  credit  at  the  treasurj^  by  absence  from 
the  United  States,  or  some  unavoidable  accident.* 

Pursuant  to  law  the  first-named  defendant  was,  on  the 
twenty-eighth  of  March,  1857,  conimissioned  as  marshal  of 
the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Maryland,  to  hold  the 
office  for  the  term  of  four  years  from  the  first  day  of  April 
following,  unless  sooner  removed  by  the  President.  On  the 
seventh  of  April  of  that  year  he  gave  his  official  bond  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  all  the  duties  of  his  office,  and 
the  other  two  defendants  named  in  the  declaration  were  the 
sureties  in  that  bond. 

The  present  suit  is  an  action  of  debt  upon  that  bond,  and 
the  breaches  assigned  are  as  follows:  (1.)  That  the  marshal 
did  not  make  true  returns  of  all  public  moneys  w*hich  came 
to  his  hands  during  the  term  of  his  office.  (2.)  That  he  did 
not  render  his  accounts  quarter-yearly  to  the  proper  account- 
ing officers  of  the  treasury,  with  the  vouchers  necessary  to 
a  correct  and  prompt  settlement  thereof,  within  three  months 
after  each  successive  quarter.  (3.)  That  he  did  not  pay  into 
the  treasury  all  the  sums  and  balances  of  the  public  moneys 
reported  to  be  due  upon  the  adjustment  of  his  accounts  at 
the  Treasury  Department.  (4.)  That  he  did  not  pay  into 
the  treasury,  or  deposit  to  the  credit  thereof,  all  the  surplus 
and  emoluments  of  his  office,  which  his  half-yearly  returns 
showed  to  exist,  beyond  the  allowances  which  he  was  author- 
ized to  retain.  Verdict  and  judgment  were  for  the  plaiu- 
tifis,  and  the  defendants  excepted  to  two  of  the  rulings  of 
the  court,  which  give  rise  to  the  only  questions  of  any  con- 
siderable importance  presented  for  decision  in  the  record. 

Apart  from  those  questions,  however,  it  is  insisted  by  the 

*  1  But.  at  Large,  615. 
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defendants  that  the  court  erred  in  overruling  their  demurrer 
to  the  declaration.  They  demurred  specially  to  the  several 
assignments  of  breaches  in  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and 
the  coui*t  overruled  the  demurrer  as  to  the  first  three 
breaches,  and  sustained  it  as  to  the  fourth,  and  both  parties 
acquiesced  in  the  ruling  and  decision  of  the  court  Subse- 
quently the  defendants  pleaded  performance,  concluding 
with  a  verification,  and  the  plaintifis  replied,  tendering  an 
issue,  which  was  joined,  and  upon  that  issue  the  parties  went 
to  trial. 

Pleading  over  to  a  declaration  adjudged  good  on  demur- 
rer, without  any  reservation,  is  a  waiver  of  the  demurrer,  as 
held  by  the  repeated  decisions  of  this  court* 

II.  Evidence  was  then  introduced  by  the  plaintifis  to  show 
that  there  was  a  balance  due  from  the  marshal  under  his 
ofiicial  bond,  and  the  amount  of  the  same,  which  evidence 
consisted  of  the  duly  certified  transcript  of  the  adjustment 
of  his  accounts  by  the  accounting  officers  of  the  treasury. 
Having  introduced  that  proof  the  plaintiffs  rested,  and  the 
defendants  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the 
plaintitfd  were  not  entitled  to  recover  upon  that  evidence, 
because  it  is  not  averred  or  proved  that  the  marshal  had  any 
notice  of  the  adjustment  of  his  accounts,  nor  of  the  balance 
found  against  him  in  the  certified  transcript;  but  the  court 
refused  to  instruct  the  jury  as  requested,  and  the  defendants 
then  and  there  excepted  to  the  ruling  of  the  court 

Oncers  and  agents  of  the  United  States  who  receive  pub- 
lic money,  which  they  are  not  authorized  to  retain  as  salary, 
pay,  or  emolument,  are  required  by  law  to  send  their  ac- 
counts quarter-yearly  to  the  proper  accounting  officers  of 
the  treasury,  with  the  vouchers  necessary  to  the  correct  and 
prompt  settlement  thereof,  within  three  months  at  least  after 
the  expiration  of  each  successive  quarter,  if  resident  within 
the  United  States,  or  within  six  months  if  resident  within  a 
foreign  country.f 

*  Aurora  City  v.  We«t,  7  Wallace,  92 ;  United  States  v.  Boyd,  6  Howard, 
29 ;  Olearwater  v.  Meredith,  1  Wallace,  42;  Jones  v.  Thompson,  6  Hill,  621. 
f  8  Stat,  at  Large,  728. 
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Provision  is  also  made  that  every  officer  or  agent  who 
shall  ofiend  against  that  enactment  shall  be  promptly  re- 
ported to  the  President,  and  that  he  shall  be  dismissed  from 
the  public  service.  Notice  to  the  person  required  to  account 
is  not  necessary,  as  the  whole  subject  is  regulated  by  law. 
Such  officers  and  agents  are  required  to  render  their  ac- 
counts quarter-yearly,  and  when  they  do  so  they  are  charged 
with  what  they  have  received,  and  credited  with  what  they 
have  lawfully  paid  out  or  disbursed.  Regulated  as  the  whole 
matter  is  by  law,  they  are  presumed  to  have,  and  in  general 
actually  do  have,  full  knowledge  of  the  proceedings  and  of 
the  result,  and  it  is  believed  that  no  case  of  hardship  arising 
from  any  surprise  has  ever  occurred  in  the  history  of  the 
department.* 

ni.  By  the  evidence  set  forth  in  the  second  exception,  it 
appears  that  the  defendants  claimed  at  the  trial  that  a  credit 
should  be  allowed,  in  the  adjustment  exhibited  by  the  plain- 
tiffs of  the  marshal's  accounts,  of  four  thousand  three  hun- 
dred and  seventy-five  dollars  and  seventy  cents,  for  advances 
alleged  to  have  been  made  by  him  in  payment  for  work 
done  and  expenses  incurred  by  him  in  taking  the  census,  in 
pursuance  of  orders  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
They  offered  the  paper  called  the  statement  of  differences, 
exhibited  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  to  show  that  the  claim 
had  been  duly  presented  at  the  treasury  and  disallowed,  and 
they  also  offered  to  prove  that  the  disbursements  were  made 
as  charged  in  the  account  Objection  was  made  by  the  dis- 
trict attorney  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence,  because 
no  account  of  the  pai*ticulars  of  the  claim  was  ever  presented 
to  the  accounting  officers  of  the  treasury;  and  in  making  the 
objection  he  introduced  the  three  accounts  current  set  forth 
in  the  bill  of  exceptions.  Both  parties  being  heard,  the 
court  excluded  the  evidence,  because  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  claim  had  been  duly  presented  and  disallowed,  and  the 
defendants  excepted. 

•  Walton  V.  United  Statesi  9  Wheaton,  661 ;  Smith  v.  United  States,  6 
Peters,  292. 
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Marshals,  like  other  officers,  are  required  to  render  their 
accounts  quarter-yearly  to  the  accounting  officers,  with  the 
vouchers  necessary  to  the  correct  and  prompt  settlement 
thereof,  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law.  In  the  case 
before  the  court  it  is  not  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  nor 
is  it  shown  in  the  record,  that  any  statement  of  items  was 
furnished,  nor  that  any  vouchers  were  submitted  to  the 
accounting  officers  in  support  of  the  claim  for  credit  now 
under  consideration.  Vouchers  are  required  by  the  very 
words  of  the  act  of  Congress,  and  it  is  very  clear  that  the 
presentment  of  an  account  without  items  or  vouchers  would 
be  a  useless  act.  Without  such  evidences  before  the  ac- 
counting officers  there  could  not  be  any  intelligent  scrutiny 
of  the  claim,  nor  any  decision  which  would  bo  satisfactory 
to  the  claimant  or  to  the  public. 

No  evidence  to  prove  a  claim  for  credit  can  be  admitted 
at  the  trial,  ^Mn  suits  between  the  United  States  and  indi- 
viduals," unless  it  be  shown  that  the  claim  has  been  legally 
presented  to  the  accounting  officers  of  the  treasury  for  their 
examination,  and  that  it  has  been  by  them  disallowed,  ex* 
cept  under  certain  special  circumstances,  which  do  not  exist 
in  this  case.  Independently  of  the  express  words  of  the  act 
of  Congress,  the  question  has  repeatedly  been  before  this 
court,  and  has  on  every  occasion  been  decided  in  the  same 
way. 

The  right  of  set-off  did  not  exist  at  common  law,  but  is 
founded  on  the  statute  of  2  George  II,  c.  24,  s.  4,  which  in 
substance  and  effect  provided  that  where  there  were  mutual 

debts  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, one 

debt  may  be  set  against  the  other,  and  such  matter  may  be 
given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue.  Set-ofis  might, 
ever  after  the  passage  of  that  act,  be  made,  in  a  proper  case, 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  but  it  never  extended  to 
suits  between  the  government  and  individuals,  and  since 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Giles*  it  has  never 
been  pretended  that,  in  suits  '*  between  the  United  States 
*    "  ■  ■  ■  ■ -.  I.  - ..  —  I..  ., ■  . 

*  9  Crunch,  286. 
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and  individuals,"  any  claim  for  credit  can  be  admitted  at 
the  trial,  unless  it  appears  that  the  claim  had  previously 
been  presented  and  disallowed,  or  was  otherwise  brought 
within  the  fourth  section  of  the  before-mentioned  act  of 
Congress.  Whether  the  claim  for  credit  is  a  legal  or  equi- 
table claim,  if  it  has  been  duly  presented  to  the  accounting 
officers  and  has  been  by  them  disallowed,  it  is  the  proper 
subject  of  set-oft*  under  that  act,  but  it  cannot  be  adjudicated 
in  a  Federal  court  unless  it  has  been  so  presented  and  disal- 
lowed.* The  rejection  of  such  a  claim  by  the  accounting 
officers  constitutes  no  objection  to  it  as  a  claim  for  set-oft*,  as 
it  cannot  be  admitted  in  evidence  unless  it  has  been  pre- 
sented and  disallowed,  as  required  by  the  act  of  Congress.! 
Sucb  claims  as  fall  within  that  act  are  not  specifically  de- 
fined, and  in  view  of  that  fact  this  court  has  held  that  the 
act  intended  to  allow  the  defendant  the  full  benefit  at  the 
trial  of  any  credit,  whether  it  arises  out  of  the  particular 
transaction  for  which  he  was  sued  or  out  of  any  distinct  and 
independent  transaction  which  would  constitute  a  legal  or 
equitable  set-oflT,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  the  debt  for  which 
he  is  sued,  subject  of  course  to  the  requirement  of  the  act 
that  the  claim  must  have  been  presented  to  the  proper  ac- 
counting officers  and  have  been  by  them  disallowed. J 

Questions  of  set-oft'  in  the  Federal  courts  arise  exclu- 
sively under  the  acts  of  Congress,  and  no  local  law  or  nsage 
can  have  anj'  influence  in  their  determination.!  Claims 
for  credit  cannot  be  admitted  in  suits  between  the  United 
States  and  individuals  unless  they  have  been  duly  presented 
to  the  accounting  officers  of  the  treasury  and  have  been  by 
them  disallowed,  because  it  is  so  provided  by  an  act  of  Con- 
gress. || 

*  United  States  v,  Wilkins,  6  Wheaton,  148. 

t  United  States  v.  McDaniel,  7  Peters,  11 ;  United  States  v.  Bipley,  7  Id.  25. 

%  United  States  v.  Fillebrown,  7  Id.  48. 

{  United  States  v.  Robeson,  9  Peters,  824;  Gratiot  v.  United  States,  16 
Id.  870. 

II  United  States  v.  Eckford,  6  Wallace,  488;  United  States  v.  Gilmoro,  7 
Id.  402. 
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Supported  aa  the  ruling  of  the  court  is  by  an  act  of  Con- 

grefifi  and  by  a  couree  of  decision  extending  through  a  period 

of  three-quarters  of  a  century,  it  can  hardly  be  expected  that 

it  will  be  disapproved. 

Judgment  affiembd. 


Butler  v.  Maples. 

1.  An  authority  to  an  agent  to  buy  cotton  in  a  certain  region  and  its  vicinity, 

and  to  buy  generally  from  whomsoever  the  agent,  not  his  principals, 
might  determine— one  haying  in  view  not  merely  a  single  transaction 
or  a  number  of  specified  transactions,  but  a  class  of  purchasers  and  a  de- 
partment of  business — makes  a  general  agency  to  buy  the  cotton  there^ 
and  if  the  agent,  holding  himself  out  as  the  general  agent,  purchase 
there  under  his  power,  he  may  bind  his  principal  in  violation  of  special 
instructions  not  communicated  to  his  vendors,  and  of  which  they  had 
neither  knowledge  nor  reason  to  suspect  the  existence. 

2.  Where  evidence  showed  that  a  region  in  the  South  which  had  been 

previously  in  possession  of  the  rebel  army,  was  evacuated  by  them, 
and  that  the  citizens  generally  had  taken  the  oath  of  allegiance  or  ob- 
tained protection  papers,  the  grant  of  a  permit  by  a  proper  treasury 
agent  to  purchase  cotton  authorized  by  treasury  regulations,  to  be 
granted  only  in  cases  where  the  country  was  within  the  occupation  of 
the  military  lines  of  the  United  States,  raises  at  least  hprimAfacie  pre- 
sumption of  the  country's  being  within  such  occupation. 

8.  Where  such  permits  were  always  in  the  same  form,  a  printed  one,  and 
on  a  suit  against  a  party  to  whom  one  has  been  granted,  the  permit 
granted  to  him  has  not  been  produced  on  call,  the  treasury  agent  who 
granted  it  may  properly  state  its  contents  from  his  knowledge  and  recol- 
lection of  them. 

4.  A  treasury  permit  to  a  firm,  to  buy  cotton,  authorized  them  to  bay 
through  their  agent. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Western  District  of 
Tennessee ;  the  case  was  thus : 

During  the  late  rebellion,  cotton  having  been  an  object 
whose  acquisition  was  desired  by  the  people  of  the  North, 
its  purchase  within  the  Confederate  lines  was  resorted  to 
not  unfrequently  by  a  certain  class  of  traders  from  the  loyal 
States.    Such  trading  was  unlawful  as  trading  with  an  enemyi 
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and  wae  moreover  made  void  by  statute.  But  trading  in  a 
prescribed  form,  under  certain  conditions,  within  the  insur- 
rectionary region,  if  the  same  had  been  brought  within  the 
lines  of  the  National  military  occupation,  was  made  lawful 
by  treasury  regulation,  if  the  trading  was  carried  on  under 
a  permit  from  certain  officers  of  the  Treasury  Department. 

In  this  state  of  things  one  Shepherd,  living  in  Desha 
County,  Arkansas,  a  county  in  the  east  of  that  State  and 
situate  on  the  Mississippi,  some  distance  below  Memphis, 
Tennessee,  made  a  purchase  of  144  bales  of  cotton  from  a 
person  named  Maples,  living  not  far  from  him;  Shepherd 
professing  in  what  he  did  to  act  in  the  name  of  a  firm  known 
as  Bridge  &  Co.,  whose  members  were  living  and  trading  at 
Memphis,  and  which  was  composed  of  Butler  and  Hicox, 
with  other  persons. 

At  the  time  of  this  purchase  Memphis  was  and  had  been 
for  a  long  term  in  the  quiet  occupation  of  the  Federal  troops. 
"The  Confederate  forces  had  evacuated  Little  Rock,  the 
capital  of  Arkansas,  and  all  the  country  south  of  the  Ar- 
kansas River,  and  had  fallen  back  through  the  southwestern 
portion  of  the  State  to  the  Red  River  and  into  Texas.  There 
was  not  an  organized  force  of  Confederates  near  the  village 
of  Red  Fork,  in  -Desha  County,  nor  a  Confederate  post  or 
force  nearer  than  one  hundred  and  fifty  or  two  hundred 
miles  from  Red  Fork.  There  were  very  few,  if  anj',  strag- 
gling soldiers  in  that  portion  of  Arkansas  on  which  Red 
Fork  is  situated.  The  citizens  generally  took  the  oath  of 
allegiance  to  the  United  States,  and  many,  if  not  most  of 
them,  procured  what  were  called  protection  papers  from  the 
United  States." 

The  cotton  bought  by  Shepherd  was  bought  by  him  as  it 
lay,  he  agreeing  to  pay  for  it  forty  cents  a  pound  as  soon  as 
it  could  be  weighed.  Having  been  weighed  he  removed 
fifty-four  bales  of  it,  but  ninety  bales  were  burned  before  it 
could  be  placed  in  a  boat  to  be  carried  up  the  river.  The 
fifty-four  bales  removed  were  got  on  board  and  sent  to 
Bridge  &  Co.,  and  Maples,  the  vendor,  went  to  Memphis  to 
see  them.     He  saw  Hicox,  who  wholly  denied  Shepherd's 
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agency,  refused  to  pay  anything  for  the  cotton  that  was  lost, 
but  agreed  to  pay  fifty  cents  a  pound  for  these  fifty-four  bales 
that  had  arrived.  Maples  took  this  suni,  supposing,  as  he 
alleged,  that  the  assertions  about  Shepherd's  want  of  au- 
thority were  true,  and  only  on  that  account  Seeing  Shep- 
herd afterwards.  Shepherd  informed  him  that  they  were  not 
true,  and  Butler  and  Hicox  still  denying  wholly  Shepherd's 
authority  to  make  the  contract  and  to  bind  the  firm,  and  still 
refusing  to  pay  for  the  cotton  that  was  burnt,  Maples  sued 
them  in  the  court  below  to  recover  the  price.* 

On  the  trial  it  was  testified  to  by  one  Carleton  (under  ob- 
jection), that  at  this  time  he  was  the  treasury  agent,  and 
that  he  had  issued  to  the  firm  of  Bridge  k  Co.  a  "permit" 
to  purchase  and  transmit  to  market  one  thousand  five  hun- 
dred bales  of  cotton  within  the  lines  of  Federal  military 
occupation,  first  special  agency.  [The  admission  of  his  testi- 
mony was  excepted  to,  both  because  the  witness  should  have 
produced  his  ofiicial  books,  and  because  a  permit  to  Bridge 
ft  Co.  was  none  to  Shepherd.]  This  agency  included  so 
much  of  the  States  of  Alabama,  Mississippi,  Arkansas,  and 
Louisiana,  as  was  occupied  by  the  National  forces  operating 
from  the  north.  There  was  a  printed  form,  as  it  appeared, 
invariably  used.  The  defendant  below  did  not  produce  this 
permit,  though  served  with  a  notice  to  do  so. 

The  evidence  of  Shepherd's  authority  to  make  the  con- 
tract for  the  defendants  and  bind  them  to  its  performance, 
so  far  as  it  was  direct,  was  of  two  kinds.  The  fii-st  and  prin- 
cipal was  an  article  of  agreement,  made  on  the  16th  day  of 
October,  A.D.  1868,  between  Bridge  &  Co.  and  Shepherd, 
describing  him  as  of  Desha  County,  Arkansas.  The  agree- 
ment declared  its  purpose  to  be  "purchasing  R.  C.  Stone's 
and  such  other  cotton  as  said  Shepherd  may  be  able  to  pur- 
chase in  said  county  and  vicinity,  under  the  conditions  and 
restrictions  hereinafter  set  forth."  Having  thus  declared  its 
purpose,  it  recited  that  Bridge  &  Co.  had  furnished  to  Shep- 

*  The  writ  issued  against  others  in  addition  to  the  two  defendants  nanced, 
but  the  others  were  not  served  with  process  and  the  issue  was  joined  but 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Maples  and  Hicoz. 
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herd  $4000,  and  stipulated  that  they  would  furnish  him  such 
other  rooney  fron^  time  to  time  as  might  be  necessary  to  pur- 
chase said  cotton.  By  the  instrument  it  was  further  agreed 
that  Shepherd  should  buy  the  cotton,  if  it  could  be  bought 
at  the  price  set  forth  therein,  and  as  much  more  as  he  could 
on  the  best  possible  terms,  not  paying  an  average  of  more 
Uian  thirty  cents  per  pound  for  middling  cotton,  and  lower  in 
proportion  to  the  grade,  to  be  delivered  at  such  times  and 
places  of  shipment  as  might  be  agreed  upon.  It  was  further 
agreed  that  Shepherd  should  pay  as  little  as  possible  on  the 
cotton  until  it  should  be  delivered  on  a  boat,  or  within  pro- 
tection of  a  gunboat,  and  that  when  thus  delivered  on  the 
boat  and  paid  for,  the  property  and  ownership  thereof  should 
vest  exclusively  in  the  said  Bridge  &  Co.,  except  as  in  the 
agreement  was  provided  for  his  share  of  the  profits.  The 
instrument  then  stipulated  that  Bridge  &  Co.  should  ship 
the  cotton  to  Memphis,  sell  it  to  the  best  possible  advantage, 
and,  after  reimbursing  themselves  the  purchase-money,  the 
cost  of  hauling,  shipping,  drayage,  commissions,  &c.,  should 
pay  Shepherd  onie-eighth  part  of  the  net  profits.  It  also 
provided  that  contracts,  shipments,  permits,  &c.,  necessary 
to  purchase  and.  get  the  cotton  to  Memphis,  should  be  in 
Shepherd's  name,  and  that  Bridge  &  Co.  might  thus  use  his 
name  when  necessary. 

The  other  direct  evidence  of  the  agency  was  supplied  by 
the  testimony  of  one  Martin,  a  witness  for  the  defendants. 
He  was  sent  by  them  to  Arkansas  with  money  and  instruc- 
tions for  Shepherd,  the  instructions  being  that  he  should 
purchase  cotton  for  the  firm,  but  was  not  to  agree  to  pay 
more  than  from  thirty  to  thirty-five  cents  per  pound  for  it. 
He  might  make  small  advances,  but  he  was  instructed  r>ot 
to  pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money,  or  make  it  pay- 
able, until  the  firm  should  be  able  to  send  a  boat  up  the  Ar- 
kansas River  for  the  cotton,  and  until  it  was  in  their  posses- 
sion, weighed,  and  placed  on  the  boat.  He  was  directed  to 
take  no  risk  for  the  firm  of  the  destruction  of  the  cotton  by 
incendiaries,  or  in  any  other  way,  ejceept  to  the  extent  of  the 
money  advanced.     There  was  other  indirect  evidence  of 

VOL.  IX.  49 
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Shepherd'^  agencj,  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  refer. 
Clothed  with  such  powers,  and  under  suc^^  instructions,  he 
bought  cotton  of  divers  persons  (including  the  one  hundred 
and  forty-four  bales  bought  of  Maples)  representing  himself 
to  be  the  agent  of  Bridge  &  Co.,  though  not  speaking  of  his 
written  authority,  or  of  any  particular  instructions. 

The  evidence  being  closed,  the  court  charged  the  jury, 
and  among  other  things  said  as  follows : 

^' What  is  military  occupation,  is  a  question  of  law,  to  be 
decided  by  the  court;  and  I  instruct  you,  that  if  you  believe 
the  testimony  in  the  case  as  to  the  location  of  Federal  forces 
and  garrisons  in  the  region  of  country  where  the  contract 
was  made,  and  (as  to  the  desire  of  the  inhabitants)  submit- 
ting to  the  authority  of  the  government  to  restore  their  re- 
lations with  the  government,  as  manifested  by  their  taking 
the  oath  of  allegiance,  and  applying  for  and  receiving  *  pro- 
tection papers,'  then  there  was  such  a  military  occupation 
as  is  contemplated  by  the  laws  of  Congress  referred  to. 

^'  But  in  addition  to  this,  the  special  agent  of  the  Treasury 
Department,  who  was  authorized  to  grant  permits,  exercised 
judicial  functions  in  deciding  what  country  was  within  the 
lines  of  military  occupation;  and  when  he  granted  a  permit 
to  buy  cotton  in  a  designated  region,  the  permit  itself  was  a 
decision  by  him  that  the  region  so  designated  was  so  occu- 
pied. When  an  officer  of  the  government,  thus  clothed  with 
judicial  functions,  grants  a  permit  in  the  exercise  of  those 
functions,  it  would  be  very  unjust  to  hold  the  party  receiv- 
ing the  permit  and  acting  under  it  responsible  for  that  de- 
cision. 

'^  These  questions  disposed  of,  the  case  is  resolved  into  a 
question  of  agency.  Now,  did  Shepherd  have  authority  to 
bind  defendants  by  that  contract  ? 

*<A  principal  is  bound  by  all  that  a  general  agent  does 
within  the  scope  of  the  business  in  which  he  is  employed  as 
such  general  agent;  and  even  if  such  general  agent  should 
violate  special  or  secret  instructions  given  him  by  his  prin- 
cipal and  not  disclosed  to  the  party  with  whom  the  agent 
deals,  the  principal  woiild  still  be  bound  if  the  agent's  acta 
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were  within  the  scope  of  the  business  in  which  he  was  em- 
ployed, and  of  his  general  agency. 

"However,  a  party  dealing  with  a  general  agent,  who 
seeks  to  hold  the  principal  bound  for  the  agent's  acts  or 
contracts,  must  show,  in  order  to  recover,  that  the  agent 
held  himself  out  as  general  agent,  and  that  in  fact  he  was 
such  general  agent. 

"  If  Shepherd  held  himself  out  as  the  general  agent  of 
Bridge  &  Co.,  then  the  defendant  is  bound  by  the  contract 
which  he  made  with  the  plaintiff  for  the  cotton,  notwith- 
standing Shepherd  may  have  agreed  to  pay  more  for  the 
cotton  than  his  principal  had  authorized;  and  if,  as  gen- 
eral agent  for  Bridge  &  Co.,  to  buy  cotton  in  Desha  County, 
Shepherd  was  not  authorized  by  Bridge  &  Co.  to  buy  cotton 
except  to  be  delivered  on  board  the  boat,  and  in  violation 
of  their  instructions  he  did  buy  the  plaintiff's  cotton,  and 
agreed  to  receive  and  accept  delivery  of  it  elsewhere  than 
on  the  boat,  unless  the  plaintiff*  knew  of  these  instructions, 
the  defendants  are  bound  by  the  contract  which  Shepherd 
made,  because  it  was  within  the  scope  of  his  general  agency 
just  as  much  as  was  the  agreement  to  give  for  the  cotton  a 
larger  price  than  that  to  which  he  was  limited  by  the  instruc- 
tions of  Bridge  &  Co. 

^'But  it  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  rescind  and 
abandon  the  contract  made  with  Shepherd,  and  made  a  new 
contract  with  the  defendant  Hicox,  by  which  he  sold  to 
Hicox  the  fifty-four  bales  of  cotton  not  burned,  at  fifty  cents 
per  pound,  and  that  this  discharges  the  former  contract  made 
with  Shepherd.  The  effect  of  the  new  contract  must  depend 
on  the  circumstances.  If  the  plaintiff  and  Hicox  came  to- 
gether, and  made  a  contract  about  the  fifty-four  bales,  when 
all  the  facts  were  known  to  the  plaintiff;  that  is,  if  the  plain- 
tifi*  knew  that  Shepherd  had  exceeded  his  authority,  and 
then  made  the  new  contract  as  proven,  this  new  contract 
would  discharge  the  defendant  from  the  former  contract 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Shepherd.  But  in  order  that  the 
new  contract  might  have  this  effect,  the  plaintiff  must  have 
known  all  the  facts,  all  about  Shepherd's  authority ;  and  if 
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not  thas  advised — if  anything  known  to  Hicox,  which  the 
plaintift' was  entitled  to  know,  was  not  disclosed  to  him — ^he 
was  not  bound  by  the  new  contract,  and  the  defendant  was 
not  discharged  from  the  old  one." 

The  defendant  excepted  to  the  charge  upon  the  following 
points : 

1.  That  the  written  agreement  or  power  of  attorney  in- 
troduced in  evidence  by  plaintiff,  established  that  Shepherd 
was  the  general  agent  of  Bridge  &  Co. 

2.  That  in  granting  the  permit  proved  by  Carleton,  the 
treasury  officer  exercised  judicial  functions,  and  decided  con- 
clusively that  the  region  of  country  to  which  the  permit  re- 
lates was  within  the  lines  of  military  occupation,  and  that  as 
a  matter  of  law,  upon  the  proof  in  the  case  as  to  the  condi- 
tion of  the  country,  and  upon  the  permit  granted  to  Bridge 
&  Co.,  that  Desha  County  was,  at  the  date  of  contract,  in 
November,  1863,  within  the  lines  of  military  occupation  of 
National  forces  operating  from  the  north. 

That  the  court  erred, 

8.  In  the  instruction  given  as  to  general  and  special  agency, 
because  the  same  was  not  applicable  to  the  proof  in  the  case, 
was  irrelevant  therefore,  and  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury; 
and  also  because,  as  abstract  propositions  of  law,  the  instruc- 
tion upon  this  point  is  erroneous. 

4.  In  that  part  of  the  charge  which  relates  to  the  new 
contract  between  Hicox  and  the  plaintiff,  by  which  Hicox 
bought  the  fifty-four  bales  of  cotton  at  fifty  cents  per  pound, 
and  which  stated  to  the  jury  the  effect  of  the  new  contract 
.  Verdict  and  judgment  having  gone  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendants  brought  the  case  here  on  the  exceptions  to  the 
evidence  and  to  the  charge. 

Mr.  Palmer y  for  the  plaintiff  in  error;  Messrs.  P.  Phillips 
and  D.  McRae^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  STRONG  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

At  the  trial  it  was,  of  course,  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  prove  not  only  the  contract  of  sale,  but  also  that  Shep- 
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herd,  with  whom  the  contract  had  been  made,  had  authority 
to  act  for  and  bind  the  defendants.  Accordingly  evidence 
was  submitted  to  show  that  the  cotton  was  purchased  by 
Shepherd  when  professing  to  act  as  an  agent  for  the  defend* 
ants.  There  was  hardly  any  controversy  about  this  fact,  and 
no  questions  are  now  raised  respecting  the  competency  or 
sufficiency  of  the  proof,  or  the  manner  in  which  it  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  But  the  authority  of  Shepherd  to  make 
the  contract  for  the  defendants  and  bind  them  to  its  per- 
formance was  stoutly  denied,  and  it  is  now  strenuously  in- 
sisted that  the  court  erred  in  the  instructions  given  to  the 
jury  respecting  the  evidence  of  his  agency.  The  defendants 
insist  the  court  en*ed  in  charging  that  the  written  agreement 
between  him  and  Bridge  &  Co.  constituted  him  their  general 
agent.  We  do  not  find  that  the  court  did  thus  instruct  the 
jury,  though  it  must  be  admitted  the  charge  may  have  been 
thus  undei*stood.  The  jury  was  instructed  that  if  Shepherd 
held  himself  out  as  the  general  agent  of  Bridge  &  Co.,  the 
defendants  were  bound  by  the  contract  he  made  with  the 
plaintifi*  for  the  cotton,  though  in  making  the  contract  he 
transgressed  the  instructions  he  had  received,  and  secret 
limitations  of  his  authority,  which  instructions  and  limita- 
tions were  not  revealed  to  the  plaintiff  It  is  true,  as  has 
been  noticed,  there  was  other  evidence  of  a  general  agency 
beyond  that  which  the  agreement  furnished,  but  as  it  was 
parol  evidence,  its  force  and  effect  were  for  the  jury,  and 
hence  the  court  could  not  rightly  have  charged  that  the  de- 
fendants were  bound  by  the  contract  unless  the  agreement 
did  itself  constitute  Shepherd  a  general  agent.  But  did  it 
not  ?  The  distinction  between  a  general  and  a  special  agency 
is  in  most  cases  a  plain  one.  The  purpose  of  the  latter  is  a 
single  transaction,  or  a  transaction  with  designated  persons. 
It  does  not  leave  to  the  agent  any  discretion  as  to  the  per- 
sons with  whom  he  may  contract  for  the  principal,  if  he  be 
empowered  to  make  more  than  one  contract.  Authority  to 
buy  for  a  principal  a  single  article  of  merchandise  by  one 
contract,  or  to  buy  several  articles  from  a  person  named,  is 
a  special  agency,  but  authority  to  make  purchases  from  any 
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persous  with  whom  the  agent  may  choose  to  deal,  or  to  make 
au . indefinite  number  of  purchases,  is  a  general  agency.  And 
it  is  not  the  less  a  general  agency  because  it  does  not  extend 
over  the  whole  business  of  the  principal.  A  man  may  have 
many  general  agents — one  to  buy  cotton,  another  to  buy 
wheat,  and  another  to  buy  horses.  So  he  may  have  a  gen- 
eral agent  to  buy  cotton  in  one  neighborhood,  and  another 
general  agent  to  buy  cotton  in  another  neighborhood.  The 
distinction  between  the  two  kinds  of  agencies  is  that  the  one 
is  created  by  power  given  to  do  acts  of  a  class,  and  the  other 
by  power  given  to  do  individual  acts  only.  Whether,  there- 
fore, an  agency  is  general  or  special  is  wholly  independent 
of  the  question  whether  the  power  to  act  within  the  scope 
of  the  authority  given  is  unrestricted,  or  whether  it  is  re- 
strained by  instructions  or  conditions  imposed  by  the  prin- 
cipal relative  to  the  mode  of  its  exercise.  Looking  to  the 
agreement  between  Bridge  &  Oo.  and  Shepherd,  it  can- 
not be  doubted  that  it  created  a  general  agency.  It  was  a 
delegation  of  authority  to  buy  cotton  in  Desha  County  and 
its  vicinity,  to  buy  generally,  from  whomsoever  the  agent, 
not  his  principals,  might  determine.  It  had  in  view  not 
merely  a  single  transaction,  or  a  number  of  specified  trans- 
actions, which  were  in  the  mind  of  the  principals  when  the 
agent  was  appointed,  but  a  class  of  purchases,  a  department 
of  business.  It  is  true  that  it  contained  guards  and  restric- 
tions which  were  intended  as  regulations  between  the  par- 
ties, but  they  were  secret  instructions  rather  than  limitations. 
They  were  not  intended  to  be  communicated  to  the  parties 
with  whom  the  agent  should  deal,  and  they  never  were  com- 
municated. It  was,  therefore,  not  error  to  instruct  the  jury 
as  the  court  did,  that  the  agency  was  a  general  one,  and  that 
the  defendants  were  bound  by  the  contract,  if  Shepherd  held 
himself  out  as  authorized  to  buy  cotton,  and  if  the  plaintiff* 
had  no  knowledge  of  the  instructions  respecting  the  mode 
in  which  the  agent  was  required  to  act. 

It  may  be  remarked  here  that  the  reasons  urged  by  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  in  support  of  their  denial  of  liability  for 
the  engagements  made  by  Shepherd  are  that  he  agreed  to 
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pay  forty  cents  per  pound  for  the  plaintiff's  cotton ;  that  he 
bought  the  cotton  where  it  lay  instead  of  requiring  delivery 
on  board  a  steamboat,  or  within  the  protection  of  a  gun« 
boat ;  and  that  he  did  not  obtain  a  permit  from  the  govern- 
ment to  make  the  purchase.  The  argument  is  that  in  the 
first  two  particulars  he  transcended  his  powers,  and  that  his 
authority  to  buy  at  all  was  conditioned  upon  his  obtaining  a 
permit  from  the  government.  All  this,  however,  is  imma- 
terial, if  it  was  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  that  he 
acted.  The  mode  of  buying,  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid, 
and  the  antecedent  qualifications  required  of  him,  were  mat- 
ters between  him  and  his  principals.  They  are  not  matters 
in  regard  to  which  one  dealing  with  him  was  bound  to  in- 
quire. But  even  as  between  Bridge  &  Co.  and  Shepherd  a 
purchase  at  forty  cents  per  pound  was  not  beyond  his  au- 
thority. He  was  authorized  to  buy  <<  on  the  best  possible 
terms,  not  paying  an  average  of  more  than  thirty  cents  per 
pound."  This  contemplated  his  agreeing  to  pay  in  some 
cases  above  thirty  cents.  The  average  was  regulated,  bat 
no  maximum  was  fixed.  Nor  is  there  anything  in  the  agree- 
ment that  forbade  his  purchasing  cotton  deliverable  at  once 
where  it  lay,  though  not  on  a  boat  or  in  the  pi*otection  of  a 
gunboat.  He  was  authorized  to  purchase  deliverable  at 
such  times  and  places  of  shipment  as  might  be  agreed  upon; 
that  is,  deliverable  when  and  where  it  might  be  stipulated 
between  him  and  the  seller.  True,  he  was  to  pay  as  little 
as  po<3sible  until  the  cotton  was  delivered  on  a  boat,  or  within 
the  protection  of  a  gunboat ;  and  when  thus  delivered  the 
property  in  the  goods  was  to  vest  in  the  principals,  except- 
ing his  share  of  the  profits,  but  he  was  not  prohibited  from 
payiug  the  whole  price,  or  agreeing  to  pay  the  whole  price, 
if  insisted  on  by  the  vendor.  The  stipulation  respecting  the 
vesting  of  ownership  was  nothing  more  than  a  definition  of 
right  between  him  and  his  principals,  as  is  manifested  by 
the  exception.  Nor  was  Shepherd  bound  to  procure  a  permit 
in  his  own  name.  He  might  have  been  had  it  been  neces- 
sary, but  if  under  the  permit  granted  by  Bridge  &  Co.  he  could 
purchase  as  their  agent,  it  was  alUthe  agreement  required. 
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It  is  further  objected  to  the  charge  given  to  the  jury  re- 
Bpecting  general  and  special  agency,  that  it  was  not  appli- 
cable to  the  proof  in  the  case,  and  was  therefore  irrelevant 
and  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury,  and  because,  as  stating 
abstract  questions  of  law,  the  instruction  was  erroneous.  If, 
in  truth,  it  was  irrelevant,  it  was  not  on  that  account  neces- 
sarily erroneous  and  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury.  We  are 
not  shown,  nor  do  we  perceive,  how  the  jury  could  have  been 
misled  by  it.  They  were  instructed  that,  in  cases  of  special 
agency,  one  who  deals  with  the  agent  must  inquire  into  the 
extent  of  his  authority,  but  that  a  principal  is  bound  by  all 
that  his  general  agent  has  done  within  the  scope  of  the  busi- 
ness in  which  he  was  employed,  and  this,  though  the  agent 
may  have  violated  special  or  secret  instructions  given  him, 
but  not  disclosed  to  the  party  with  whom  the  agent  deals. 
Surely  this  was  correct,  and  it  was  applicable  to  the  evidence 
in  the  case.  It  has  been  intimated  during  the  argument 
that  the  court  should  have  added  that  no  such  liability  can 
exist  to  one  dealing  with  an  agent  with  notice  that  the  par- 
ticular act  of  the  agent  was  without  authority  from  the  prin- 
cipal. To  this  several  answers  may  be  made.  The  exception 
to  the  general  rule,  which  it  is  said  the  court  should  have 
recognized,  is  implied  in  what  the  court  did  say.  Again, 
there  was  no  request  for  any  such  instruction ;  and  still 
again,  the  evidence  in  the  case  did  not  demand  it.  There 
was  no  pretence  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  notice  of  secret 
instructions  given  to  Shepherd,  or  of  any  limitations  upon 
his  authority.  Nor  was  there  anything  that  imposed  upon 
him  the  duty  of  making  inquiry  for  secret  instructions  or 
for  restrictions.  There  were  no  circumstances  that  should 
have  awakened  suspicion.  The  plaintiff  was  not  apprised 
that  the  authority  was  in  writing.  The  argument  is  very 
far-fetched  that  infers  a  duty  to  inquire  whether  the  agent 
had  private  instruction  from  the  fact  that  the  contract  was 
made  in  a  region  that  had  been  in  a  state  of  insurrection. 

It  is  next  insisted  that  the  court  erred  in  instructing  the 
jury  that  in  granting  the  permit  to  Bridge  ft  Co.  to  buy 
cotton,  the  special  agent«of  the  treasury,  who  was  author- 
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ized  to  grant  permits,  exercised  judicial  functions,  and  de- 
cided conclusively  that  the  district  of  country  to  which  the 
permit  extended  was  wkhin  the  lines  of  Federal  military 
occupation.  This  is  not,  however,  quite  an  accurate  state- 
ment of  what  the  court  did  charge.  The  judge  said,  in 
effect,  that  the  treasury  agent,  in  granting  the  permit,  exer- 
cised judicial  functions,  and  that  granting  it  was  a  decision 
by  him  that  the  region  designated  in  it  was  within  the  lines 
of  military  occupation,  but  he  did  not  say  it  was  a  conclu- 
sive decision.  He  did  charge,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
"  upon  the  proof  in  the  case  as  to  the  condition  of  the  coun- 
try, and  upon  the  permit  granted  to  Bridge  &  Co.,  Desha 
County,  Arkansas,  was,  at  the  date  of  the  contract,  in  No- 
vember, 1863,  within  the  lines  of  the  National  forces  ope- 
rating from  the  north,  and  that  the  plaintiff  and  Shepherd 
had  a  right  to  make  the  contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of 
the  cotton.''  The  instruction  was  not  based  upon  the  grant 
of  the  permit  alone.  There  was  uncontradicted  evidence  in 
the  case  that,  before  the  permit  was  granted,  the  part  of  the 
State  in  which  Desha  County  is  situated  had  been  evacuated 
by  the  Confederate  forces,  who  had  retreated  toward  the  Red 
River,  and  into  Texas ;  that  there  were  no  such  forces  within 
from  one  hundred  aiyd  fifty  to  two  hundred  miles  from  Red 
Fork,  in  Desha  County,  and  that  the  military  occupation  of 
the  National  forces  extended  over  the  region.  It  was  also 
proved  that  the  citizens  generally  had  taken  the  oath  of  alle- 
giance, or  obtained  protection  papers.  Coupling  these  facts, 
about  which  there  was  no  dispute,  with  the  other  fact  that 
the  treasury  agent  had  gmnted  a  permit  to  Bridge  &  Co.  to 
buy  cotton  there,  the  judge  was  not  in  error  when  he  gave 
the  instruction  to  which  exception  is  now  taken.  It  may  be 
that  the  grant  of  the  permit  was  not  technically  a  judicial 
act,  but  it  was  an  exercise  of  the  treasury  agent's  judgment, 
and  a  deduction  from  the  facts  known  by  him,  that  the  re- 
gion over  which  the  permit  extended  was  within  the  military 
lines.  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  acted  rightly,  and  as  he 
could  not  lawfully  grant  the  permit  in  the  absence  of  such 
military  occupation,  his  grant  of  it  raised  a  presumption  that 


778  BuTLBR  V.  Maplbs.  [Sup.  Ct 

Opinion  of  the  court. 

the  occupation  existed.  It  established  at  least  a  primd  facie 
case.  In  United  States  v.  Weed*  this  court  said,  " The  fact 
that  the  proper  officers  issued  these  permits  for  certain  par- 
ishes, must  be  taken  as  evidence  that  they  were  properly 
issued  until  the  contrary  is  established."  But  a  primd  facie 
case,  with  nothing  to  rebut  it,  is  a  case  made  out.  If,  then, 
what  amounts  to  military  occupation,  the  facts  being  ascer- 
tained, is  necessarily  a  question  of  law,  as  must  be  conceded; 
and  if  there  was  nothing  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  fact 
arising  from  the  grant  of  the  permit,  and  no  contradiction 
or  impeachment  of  the  direct  testimony,  the  court  was  jus- 
tified in  declaring,  as  matter  of  law,  that  Desha  County  was 
within  the  lines  of  military  occupation  from  the  north,  and 
that  the  contract  was  not  illegal. 

The  next  objection  to  the  charge  may  be  disposed  of  in  a 
word.  Indeed,  it  has  not  been  seriously  urged  here.  That 
the  defendants  cannot  set  up  a  new  contract,  obtained  by 
one  of  them  from  the  plaintiff  for  a  sale  of  part  of  the  cotton, 
as  a  discharge  from  the  contract  made  for  them  by  Shepherd, 
if  the  new  contract  was  obtained  by  their  own  misrepresen- 
tations, or  by  their  denial  of  Shepherd's  agency,  is  too  plain 
to  need  discussion.  And  yet,  that  they  may,  must  be  main- 
tained by  them  in  order  to  convict  the,  court  below  of  error 
in  the  instructions  given  respecting  the  new  contract. 

A  single  exception  remains  to  be  considered.  It  is  to  the 
admission  of  the  testimony  of  Carleton.  He  was  introduced 
to  prove  that  he,  as  special  treasury  agent,  had  issued  a  per- 
mit to  Bridge  &  Co.,  and  to  prove  its  contents,  notice  having 
been  given  to  the  defendants  to  produce  the  permit  itself, 
and  they  having  failed  to  do  so.  It  is  objected,  first,  that  his 
official  books  should  have  been  produced,  and  that  it  was 
incompetent  to  prove  the  permit  in  any  other  way.  The 
permit  itself  would  have  been  the  best  evidence;  bat  it  was 
not  produced  on  call,  and  therefore  secondary  evidence  was 
admissible.  There  are  no  degrees  of  such  evidence,  and  the 
official  books  of  the  treasury  agent,  had  there  been  any  in 
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exiBteDce,  would  have  been  at  best  but  secondary  proof,  of 
no  higher  order  than  was  the  testimony  of  a  witness.  There 
was,  also,  no  proof  that  any  such  books  had  been  kept,  and 
consequently  nothing  to  show  that  there  was  any  better  evi- 
dence than  that  which  was  ofiered.  Another  objection  was 
made  against  its  subject-matter.  It  was,  that  the  permit,  of 
which  the  proof  was  offered,  was  to  Bridge  &  Co.,  and  not  to 
Shepherd.  We  do  not  perceive  any  merit  in  this  objection. 
We  have  already  said  that,  in  the  agreement  between  him 
and  his  principals.  Shepherd  did  not  undertake  to  procure  a 
permit  unless  it  should  be  necessary  to  buy  cotton  and  get 
it  to  Memphis,  and  we  do  not  perceive  why  a  permit  to 
Bridge  &  Co.  did  not  enable  them  to  buy  through  an  agent, 
and  render  any  permit  to  their  agent  unnecessary.  For 
these  reasons,  the  objections  urged  against  the  admission 
of  the  testimony  of  Carleton  cannot  be  sustained. 

JUDQMBNT  AFFIRMED. 


Glbason  v.  Florida. 

1.  No  writ  of  error  to  a  State  court  can  issue  without  allowance,  either  by 

the  proper  judge  of  the  State  court  or  by  a  judge  of  this  court,  after  ex- 
amination of  the  record)  in  order  to  see  whether  any  question  cognizable 
here  on  appeal  was  made  and  decided  in  the  proper  court  of  the  State, 
and  whether  the  case,  upon  the  face  of  the  record,  will  justify  the  allow- 
ance of  the  writ ;  and  this  is  to  be  considered  us  the  settled  construction 
of  the  Judiciary  Act  on  this  subject.     Writ  dismissed  accordingly. 

2.  Dovbted,    Whether  in  any  case  the  affidavit  of  a  party  to  the  record  can 

be  used  as  evidence  of  the  fact  of  such  allowance.  And  the  affidavit  of 
such  a  party  refused  in  a  case  where  the  court  thought  it  highly  prob- 
able that  he  was  mistaken  in  his  recollection. 

Motion  by  Mr.  Howe  to  dismiss  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Florida,  which  had  been  taken  under  the 
twenty-fifth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act;  but  which  that 
counsel  conceived  did  not  come  within  that  act. 

The  record  showed  an  information,  in  the  nature  of  a 
writ  of  quo  warranto,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
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Florida,  ia  the  name  of  the  State,  by  the  attorney-general 
of  the  State,  against  William  II.  Qleason,  charging  him  with 
exercising  the  office  of  lieutenant  governor  in  violation  of 
the  State  constitution,  and  demanding  an  answer  by  what 
warrant  or  authori^  he  claimed  to  hold  that  office. 

To  this  information  Gleason  filed  an  answer  denying  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  the  lawfulness  of  the  proceeding 
against  him,  on  several  distinct  grounds,  all  of  which  were 
overruled  by  the  court,  and  he  was  required  to  answer  upon 
the  merits. 

Thereupon  he  put  in  a  demurrer,  and  subsequently,  be- 
fore argument  on  the  demurrer,  filed  a  petition  for  the  re- 
moval of  the  cause  into  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Florida,  in  the  exercise, 
as  he  asserted,  of  his  right  under  certain  acts  of  Congress 
particularly  specified,  and  generally  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

The  petition  was  denied,  and  the  demurrer  was  overruled, 
and  leave  was  given  to  him  to  plead  to  the  information  or 
show  cause  why  judgment  of  ouster  should  not  be  entered 
against  him. 

In  pursuance  of  the  leave  thus  given,  Gleason  showed 
cause,  and,  among  other  things,  alleged  that  he  was  eligible, 
and  was  elected  to  the  office  held  by  him  under  the  acts  of 
Congress  known  as  the  reconstruction  acts,  and  was,  there- 
fore, entitled  to  the  office,  though  not  qualified  by  three 
years'  residence  in  the  State,  according  to  the  provision  of 
the  State  constitution. 

But  the  defence,  as  well  as  all  other  defences  set  up  by 
him,  was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  judgment  of  ouster 
was  rendered  against  him,  to  reverse  which  he  presented 
this  writ  of  error. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  as  not  within  the  twenty-fifth  sec- 
tion coming  on  to  be  heard,  it  was  observed  that  the  record 
before  this  court  contained  no  allowance  of  the  writ  of  error, 
and  thereupon  a  suggestion  of  diminution  of  record  was 
made  by  Mr.  B.  F.  BuiUrfor  the  plaintiff  in  error j  and  time 
given  to  procure  a  complete  copy.    The  case  coming  up 
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again  the  complete  copy  expected  was  not  produced ;  bat  an 
affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Gleason,  was  relied  on  to 
excuse  the  want  of  it.  The  affidavit  stated  that  after  the 
judgment  below,  Qleason  petitioned  the  chief  justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Florida  to  allow  a  writ  of  error  to  be  sued 
out,  &c.;  but  that  the  said  chief  justice  refused  his  signature 
npon  the  ground  that  the  State  court  had  decided  no  ques- 
tion cognizable  here  upon  writ  of  error;  that  thereupon  the 
deponent  went  with  his  counsel  to  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  of  this 
court,  with  a  petition  similar  to  that  which  he  had  presented 
to  the  chief  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Florida,  and 
also  a  form  of  citation  and  a  form  of  bond,  and  that  he  and 
his  counsel  presented  to  the  said  Mr.  Justice  Miller  those 
three  papers,  and  stated  the  case,  and  that  thereupon  that 
judge  made  an  indorsement  upon  the  petition  for  the  al* 
lowance  oi  the  writ  of  error,  of  the  allowance  of  said  peti- 
tion, and  dated  it  with  his  own  hand  and  signed  the  citation 
and  also  approved  the  bond.  The  affidavit  went  on  to  say, 
^^  that,  not  being  acquainted  with  legal  forms,  the  deponent 
was  not  curious  to  observe  the  precise  form  in  which  the 
judge  made  an  entry  upon  the  petition,  but  he  does  remem- 
ber that  he  made  an  entry  thereon,  which  he  understood 
and  believed  and  now  understands  and  believes  was  an  al- 
lowance and  approval  thereof."  The  affidavit  then  further 
stated  that  the  deponent  "  thereupon  took  the  threte  papers, 
and  immediately  went  to  Tallahassee,  Florida,  arrived  there, 
and  filed  the  three  papers.  Whereupon  the  writ  of  error  was 
issued  by  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court."  The  affidavit  stated 
further  that  the  deponent  subsequently  went  to  the  clerk's 
office  in  Tallahassee,  and  could  find  neither  the  petition  nor 
bond,  which  this  deponent  is  certain  he  did  file  at  the  same 
time  with  the  citation,  but  that  he  found  the  citation  with 
the  indorsement  thereon.  [This  paper  was  produced  in  this 
court,  but  not  the  petition.] 

The  deposition  concluded  with  an  allegation  that  the  de- 
ponent verily  believed  that  the  bond  and  the  petition  for 
the  writ  of  error,  and  the  allowance  which  this  deponent 
was  certain  he  filed  in  the  said  court,  had  been  taken  from 
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the  files  thereof  by  some  person,  and  for  some  purpose  an- 
known. 

Upon  this  affidavit  and  the  matter  of  dimination,  the  case 
was  again  subsequently  spoken  to. 

Mr.  HowCj  in  support  of  his  motion  to  dismiss^  argued : 

1.  That  the  affidavit,  assuming  that  the  deponent's  memory 
was  to  be  trusted,  could  not  supply  the  place  of  the  record. 
But  that  his  memory  was  not  to  be  trusted,  and  that  he  h&d 
mistaken  one  paper  for  another. 

2.  That  if  it  was  received,  the  case  was  still  not  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court  under  the  twenty-fifth  section;  for 
that  the  record  presented  no  question  except  such  as  arose 
wholly  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Florida,  and  not 
under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  B.  F.  Butler^  contra^  relying  on  the  affidavit  as  suffi- 
cient to  show  an  allowance,  argued  that  one  of  the  chief 
points  in  controversy  in  the  State  court  was,  whether  eligi- 
bility to  office  at  the  first  election  under  the  constitution 
framed  under  the  acts  of  Congress  known  as  the  reconstruc- 
tion acts,  was  determined  by  these  acts,  or  by  the  constitu- 
tion submitted  to  the  people  and  adopted  at  that  election. 
The  plaintiff  in  error,  he  contended,  claimed  that  under 
these  acts  he  was  eligible,  was  elected,  and  was  entitled  to 
hold  his  office,  which  claim  was  denied  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Florida,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  depended 
not  upon  the  actual  validity  of  his  claim,  but  on  the  fact 
that  it  was  specially  set  up  and  asserted  by  him  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  decision  of  the  State 
court  was  against  its  validity. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  court  has  considered  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  submitted  by  his  counsel  as  evidence  of  the  allowance 
of  a  writ  of  error  in  this  case  by  one  of  the  justices  of  this 
court;  and  without  determining  now  whether,  in  any  case, 
the  affidavit  of  a  party  to  the  record  can  be  used  as  evidence 
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of  that  fact,  we  are  obliged  to  Bay  that  the  affidavit  snb- 
mitted  to  us  has  failed  to  satisfy  us  that  such  aa  allowance 
was  in  fact  made.  The  affidavit  states  that  three  papers, 
namely,  a  petition  for  the  writ  of  error,  the  fonn  of  a  bond, 
and  a  citation,  were  presented  to  the  associate  justice,  and 
lays  some  stress  upon  the  fact  that  the  papers  were  three  in 
number.  It  omits  to  mention  that  any  copy  of  the  record 
of  the  State  court  was  presented  tu  the  judge,  without  which 
it  is  obvious  there  could  be  no  allowance  of  a  writ  of  error. 
It  seems  to  us  highly  probable,  therefore,  that  the  plaintifi* 
in  error  is  mistaken  in  his  recollection.  A  copy  of  the  record 
was  probably  one  of  the  three  papers  of  which  he  speaks.  In 
the  absence  of  any  affidavit  from  the  clerk  who  prepared  the 
papers,  and  of  any  showing  of  the  loss  of  the  petition  by  the 
clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Florida,  with  whom  the  allow« 
ance  supposed  to  have  been  indorsed  on  it  must,  in  regular 
course,  have  been  filed,  we  cannot  regard  the  evidence  of 
allowance  as  sufficient,  and  must  proceed  to  dispose  of  this 
cause  as  if  no  such  allowance  were  claimed  to  have  been 
made. 

As  respects  jurisdiction  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of 
the  Judiciary  Act,  it  seems  to  us  that,  considered  under  the 
view  presented  with  much  force  by  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tifi' in  error,  a  writ  of  error  might  have  been  properly  enough 
allowed  under  that  section.  But,  on  looking  into  the  record, 
we  find  no  allowance  of  the  writ.  And  this  has  been  re- 
peatedly held  to  be  essential  to  the  exercise  by  this  court  of 
revisory  jurisdiction  over  final  judgments  or  decrees  by  the 
courts  of  the  States.  In  the  case  of  Twitclidl  v.  The  Common^ 
wealth*  the  rule  which  governs  the  allowance,  by  National 
courts  and  judges,  of  writs  of  error  to  State  courts,  was  thus 
stated :  "  Writs  of  error  to  State  courts  have  never  been  al- 
lowed as  of  right.  It  has  always  been  the  practice  to  submit 
the  record  of  the' State  court  to  a  judge  of  this  court,  whose 
duty  has  been  to  ascertain  whether  any  question  cognizable 
here  on  appeal  was  made  and  decided  in  the  proper  court 

*  7  Wallace,  821. 
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of  the  State,  and  whether  the  case,  upon  the  face  of  the 
record,  will  justify  the  allowance  of  the  writ."  And  this  may 
now  be  considered  as  the  settled  construction  of  the  Ju- 
diciary Act  on  this  subject.  The  foundation  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  court  over  the  judgments  of  State  courts  is  the 
writ  of  error;  and  no  writ  of  error  to  a  State  court  can  issue 
withotit  allowance,  either  by  the  proper  judge  of  the  State 
court  or  by  a  judge  of  this  court,  after  examination  as  just 
stated. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  in  error  has  evidently  acted  under 
the  impression  that  a  writ  of  error  to  a  State  court  is  a  mat- 
ter of  right.  Under  this  impression  he  applied  to  the  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Supreme, Court  of  Florida  for  his  signature 
to  a  citation ;  but  that  magistrate,  who  had  presided  in  the 
court  where  the  proceeding  for  ouster  had  taken  place,  re- 
fused his  signature,  upon  the  ground  that  the  State  court 
had  decided  no  question  cognizable  here  upon  writ  of  error. 
Application  was  then  made  to  a  judge  of  this  court,  by  whom 
a  citation  was  signed;  but  there  was  no  allowance  of  a  writ 
of  error  by  him. 

Under  these  circumstance  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  error 
was  unauthorized,  and  the  writ,  not  having  been  allowed, 
gives  no  jurisdiction  to  this  court.    It  must,  therefore,  be 

DiSMISSKD. 

NOTB. 

Soon  after  this  decision,  came  up  a  motion  by  Mr.  Peck  for  a 
supersedeas  in  the  case  of  2%e  Hartford  Fire  Insurance  Company 
V.  Van  Duzer,  in  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois.  Jfr.  T, 
L.  Dickey^  opposing.  Here,  too,  on  looking  into  the  record,  the 
court  could  find  no  allowance  of  the  writ  of  error  to  the  court 
below.  The  writ  of  error  was  accordingly  dismissed ;  the  CHIEF 
JUSTICE  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  such  allow- 
ance was  indispensable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  error 
to  revise  the  judgment  of  the  highest  court  of  a  State.  He  ob- 
served that  this  has  been  repeatedly  decided,  and  very  recently 
at  this  term  in  the  case  of  "Gleason  v.  Florida^  and  that  the  mo- 
tion for  a  writ  of  supersedeas,  therefore,  could  not  be  considered. 
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Carpenter  v.  Williams. 

1.  A  question  of  Federal  jurisdiction  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the 

Judiciary  Act  is  not  necessarily  raised  by  every  suit  for  real  estate  in 
which  the  parties  claiming  under  the  Federal  government  are  at  issue 
as  to  which  of  them  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  title. 

2.  And  when  the  issue  turns  solely  upon  the  personal  identity  of  the  indi- 

vidual to  whom  the  recorder  of  land  titles  confirmed,  or  meant  to  con- 
firm, a  lot  of  ground — ^as  ex.  gr,^  whether  when  he  confirmed  the  land 
in  the  name  of  Louis  Lacroix  he  meant  Louis  Lacroix,  or  whether  he 
really  meant  Joseph  Lacroix — a  matter  to  be  determined  by  the  rules 
of  common  law — this  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  even  though  the  parties 
claimed  under  the  Federal  government. 

Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri. 

Williams  filed  a  petition,  afterwards  amended,  in  the  St. 
Louis  Land  Court,  against  Carpenter,  to  determine  the  title 
to  a  lot  of  ground,  once  belonging  to  the  common  field  lots 
of  St  Louis. 

The  amended  petition  stated  in  substance  that  the  land 
in  dispute  was  proved  (confirmed)  in  the  name  of  Louis  La- 
croix, when  in  fact  Joseph  Lacroix  was  the  person  intended; 
that  the  recorder  of  land  titles  at  St.  Louis  took  proof  of 
Josepk^s  right,  and  made  a  mistake  in  the  name  of  the  claim- 
ant, or  by  accident  wrote  Louis  instead  of  Joseph.  The  object 
of  the  suit  as  amended  was  to  reform  this  confirmation,  cor- 
rect this  supposed  mistake,  and  obtain  a  decree  in  favor  of 
the  persons  claiming  under  Joseph  Lacroix  for  the  title  which 
the  defendant.  Carpenter,  had  procured  from  the  heirs  of 
Louis  Lacroix.  The  St.  Louis  Land  Court  gave  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri 
having  affirmed  the  judgment,  the  other  side  brought  the 
case  here. 

■ 

Mr.  Brition  HUl  moved  to  dismiss  the  case  for  want  of  juris- 
diction^  assuming,  as  the  defendant  claimed  under  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  and  as  his  title  had  been  decided 
against,  that  the  case  came  within  the  twenty-fifth  section 
of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

VOL.  IX.  50 
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Messrs.  Glover  and  ShepUy  opposed  the  motion. 

Mr.  Justice  MILLER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  record  presents  no  case  for 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  court.  The  case  turns  solely  on  the 
personal  identity  of  the  individual  to  whom  the  recorder 
confirmed,  or  intended  to  confirm,  the  lot  in  question.  It  in- 
volves the  construction  of  no  act  of  Congress.  The  decision 
of  the  court  below  denies  the  validity  of  no  act  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States.  It  recognizes  to  its  fullest 
extent  the  title  confirmed  by  the  act  of  Congress  and  the 
act  of  confirmation,  and  only  determines  to  whom  that  con- 
firmation was  made. 

It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  every  suit  for  real  estate,  in 
which  the  parties  claiming  under  the  Federal  government 
are  at  issue  as  to  which  of  them  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
that  title,  necessarily  raises  a  question  of  Federal  cognizance. 

If  this  were  so,  the  title  to  all  the  vast  domain,  once  vested 
in  the  United  States,  could  be  brought  from  the  State  courts 
to  this  tribunal. 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  rules  which  must  determine  the 
question  at  issue  are  common  law  rules,  and  the  result  can- 
not be  varied  by  the  application  of  any  principle  of  Federal 

law  or  Federal  authority.* 

Writ  dismissed. 


PiBRCB  r.  Cox. 


1.  An  appellant  cannot  ask  to  have  an  appeal  dismissed  for  want  of  a  citation 

when  the  appellee  is  in  court  represented  by  counsel,  and  makes  no 
objection  to  the  want  of  one. 

2.  But  an  appellee  may  ask  the  dismissal  when  the  appeal  has  not  lieen 

allowed,  or  when  the  case  comes  from  the  District  of  Columbiai  and  the 
amount  in  controversy  is  less  than  $1000. 

This  was  the  case  of  two  motions  to  dismiss  an  appeal 
from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia;  one 

*  Ryan  «.  Thomas,  4  Wallace,  604. 


Dec.  1869.]  Pibrcb  t;.  Cox.  787 

Opinion  of  the  court 

of  tbe  motions  being  made  by  tbe  appellant  on  tbe  ground 
that  no  citation  had  been  issued  according  to  law,  and  the 
other  by  the  appellee,  because  the  amount  in  controversy 
was  not  of  the  value  of  $1000.  Moreover,  there  was  no  evi- 
dence in  the  record  of  an  allowance  of  the  appeal.  As  to  the 
value  of  the  amount  in  controversy,  it  appeared  that  it  was 
a  life  interest  in  |1200  of  six  per  cent,  stock  of  the  corpo- 
ration of  Washington,  and  not  worth  $1000. 

Mr.  Brent  J  far  the  appellant;  Mr.  Davidge,  contra. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  motion  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  to  dismiss  the 
appeal,  on  the  ground  that  no  citation  was  issued  according 
to  law,  cannot  be  sustained.  The  appellee  is  in  court  repre- 
sented by  counsel,  and  makes  no  objection  to  the  want  of 
citation.  By  this  appearance  the  citation  is  waived  so  far 
as  the  appellee  is  concerned,  and  the  appellant  cannot  be 
heard  to  object  the  want  of  citation  occasioned  by  her  own 
negligence,  and  cured  by  voluntary  appearance. 

But  the  motion  of  the  appellee  must  be  granted  on  both 
the  grounds  presented. 

The  law  does  not  give  to  this  court  jurisdiction  of  appeals 
from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  when 
the  amount  in  controversy  is  less  than  $1000. 

There  is,  moreover,  no  evidence  in  the  record  of  any  allow- 
ance of  appeal ;  and  without  an  allowance  this  court  cannot 

acquire  jurisdiction. 

Writ  dismissbd. 
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BuBBBR  Company  v.  Goodtbar. 

1.  Where  a  patentee  dies,  the  surrogate  of  the  place  where  the  decedent 

was  domiciled  properly  has  Jurisdiction  to  take  probate  of  his  will  and 
issue  letters  testamentary. 

2.  Where  several  executors  are  appointed  by  the  will  of  a  patentee  dece- 

dent— provision  being  made,  however,  for  one  alone  acting — and  but 
one  proves  the  will  and  receives  the  letters  of  administration,  he  alone 
can  maintain  an  action  for  infringement  of  the  letters  patent  at  com- 
mon law. 
8.  Under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  where  a  patent  is  granted  by  the 
government  to  C.  G.  as  executor,  he  can  maintain  a  suit  on  the  patent 
in  all  respects  as  if  he  had  been  designated  in  the  patent  as  trustee 
instead  of  executor. 

4.  An  objection  to  the  authority  of  an  executor  to  maintain  a  suit  on  letters 

patent  should  be  taken  by  a  plea  in  abatement. 

5.  The  novelty  of  the  Charles  Goodyear  patent  for  vulcanized  rubber  sus- 

tained. 

6.  A  patentee  or  his  representative  in  a  reissue  may  enlarge  or  restrict  the 

claim,  so  as  to  give  it  validity  and  secure  the  invention. 

7.  A  process  and  the  product  of  a  process  may  be  both  new  and  patentable, 

and  are  wholly  disconnected  and  independent  of  each  other. 

8.  Extended  letters  patent  cannot  be  abrogated  in  any  collateral  proceed- 

ing for  fraud. 

9.  A  license  to  use  an  invention  by  a  person  only  at  "  hU  oton  establuk-' 

ment^*'  does  not  authorize  a  use  at  an  establishment  owned  by  himself 
and  others. 

10.  In  taking  an  account,  the  master  is  not  limited  to  the  date  of  entering 

the  decree ;  he  can  extend  it  down  to  the  time  of  the  hearing  before 
him. 

11.  An  objection  that  the  word  "  patented ''  was  not  affixed  by  the  com- 

plainant, under  section  18  of  act  of  March  2d,  1861,  must  be  taken  in 
the  answer,  if  It  is  intended  to  be  raised  at  the  hearing  or  before  the 
master. 

12.  A  decree  <*  for  all  the  profits  made  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  com- 

plainants under  the  patents  aforesaid,  by  respondents,  by  the  manu- 
facture, use,  or  sale  of  any  of  the  articles  named  in  the  bill  of  c<^- 
plaint,"  is  correct  in  form. 

18.  Profits  are  rightly  estimated  by  the  master  by  finding  the  difference 
between  cost  and  sales. 

14.  In  estimating  this  cost,  the  elements  of  cost  of  materials,  interest,  ex- 
pense of  manufacture  and  sale,  and  bad  debts,  considered  by  a  manu- 
facturer in  finding  his  profits,  are  to  be  taken  into  account,  and  no 
others. 
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16.  Interest  on  capital  stock  and  << manufacturer's  profits''  were  properly 
disallowed  by  the  master. 

16.  Profits  due  to  elements  not  patented,  which  entered  into  the  composition 

of  the  patented  article,  may  sometimes  be  allowed.    They  were,  how- 
ever, properly  disallowed  in  this  particular  case. 

17.  Extraordinary  salaries  were  properly  disallowed  by  the  master,  on  the 

ground  that  they  were  dividends  of  profit  under  another  name. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  Rhode  Island. 

The  case  is  so  largely  stated  in  different  parts  of  the 
opinion  which  follows,  that  a  statement  of  the  same  in  the 
preliminary,  full,  and  consecutive  way  in  which  the  reporter 
endeavors  usually  to  state  the  case,  would  make  much  of 
what  follows  essentially  repetition.  The  reader  is,  there- 
fore, referred  to  different  parts  of  what  follows  for  the  case, 
as  well  as  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  it. 

The  cause  was  argued  with  learning  and  ability.  But  as 
arguments  without  a  preceding  case  would  not  be  intelli- 
gible, they  are  omitted. 

Messrs.  Payne,  Cashing,  Parsons,  and  Black,  for  the  appel- 
lants; Messrs.  Sioughton,  Acker  man,  and  Evarts,  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  SWATNE  stated  the  case  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  in  equity  from  the  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  of  the  District  of  Rhode  Island. 
The  appellees  were  the  complainants  in  the  court  below. 
The  defendants  were  the  appellants,  and  William  W.  Brown, 
Edwin  M.  Chaffee,  and  Augustus  O'Bourne.  The  bill  al- 
leges that  a  patent  for  ^^  a  new  and  useful  improvement  in 
India-rubber  fabrics"  was  originally  granted  to  Charles 
Goodyear,  deceased,  on  the  15th  of  June,  1844 ;  that  this 
patent  was  surrendered,  and  that  on  the  15tb  of  June,  1849, 
a  patent  was  reissued  to  the  original  patentee,  ^^  for  a  new 
and  useful  improvement  in  processes  for  the  manufacture  of 
India-rubber;"  that  it  was  extended  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents  on  the  14th  of  June,  1858 ;  that  this  patent  was 
surrendered  by  Charles  Goodyear,  Jr.,  executor  of  Charles 
Goodyear,  deceased,  and  reissued  to  him  as  executor  on  the 
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20th  of  November,  1860,  in  two  patents,  one  entitled,  "  for 
improvement  in  the  manufacture  of  caoutchouc,"  and  the 
other,  "  for  improvement  in  the  art  of  preparing  caout- 
chouc;'' that  the  complainants,  other  than  Charles  Good- 
year, Jr.,  are  the  assignees  of  licensees  of  Charles  Goodyear, 
deceased ;  that  the  complainants  have  the  exclusive  right  to 
manufacture  and  sell  army  and  navy  equipments  made  of 
vulcanized  India-rubber,  including  vulcanized  India-rubber 
blankets,  coats,  cloaks,  cloth,  clothing,  ponchos  for  army, 
navy,  and  other  purposes,  and  also  of  vulcanized  India-rubber 
bulbs,  to  be  used  in  the  manufacture  of  syringes;  and  that 
the  defendants  have  infringed  the  patents  by  the  manufac- 
ture and  sale  of  these  articles. 
The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  for  an  injunction  and  an  account 
The  answer  denies  that  Goodyear  was  the  original  and 
first  inventor  of  the  improvement  described  in  the  original 
patent.  It  denies  also  the  infringement  alleged  in  the  bill. 
It  sets  up  as  special  defences  that  only  one  of  the  persons 
named  in  the  will  of  Charles  Goodyear,  deceased,  as  execu- 
tors, is  made  a  party  complainant;  that  the  original  patent 
is  invalid ;  that  all  the  reissues  are  void,  even  if  the  original 
patent  were  valid,  because  the  claims  are  broader  than  the 
claim  in  the  original  patent ;  and  that  they  are  not,  nor  is 
either  of  them,  in  fact,  for  the  same  invention  as  that  for 
which  the  original  patent  was  granted ;  and  that  the  exten- 
sion of  the  patent  in  June,  1858,  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents,  was  procured  "by  fraud  and  collusion,  by  fraudu- 
lent suppressions  and  concealments  from,  and  by  folse  and 
fraudulent  representations  to,"  that  officer.  The  answer 
also  claims  that  the  defendants  are  not  infringers,  because 
they  have  manufactured  their  goods  under  a  license  from 
the  original  patentee  to  E.  M.  Chaffee,  dated  June  2&tb, 
1848,  which  they  insist  is  valid  and  outstanding,  and  a  com- 
plete defence  to  this  suit 

A  large  mass  of  testimony  was  taken  by  the  parties.  The 
record  covers  nearly  one  thousand  two  hundred  printed 
pages.  The  court  decreed  in  favor  of  the  complainants. 
The  defendants  have  brought  the  case  here  for  review. 
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It  baa  been  argued  in  this  court  on  both  sides  with  great 
learning  and  ability.  The  propositions  to  which  our  atten- 
tion has  been  called  as  grounds  for  the  reversal  of  the  decree 
are  not  numerous,  and  the  scope  of  our  remarks  will  not  be 
extended  beyond  them. 

Charles  Goodyear,  deceased,  by  his  will  appointed  his  son, 
Charles  Goodyear,  Jr.,  his  wife,  Fanny  Goodyear,  and  James 
A.  Dorr,  his  executors.  The  will  provided  that  a  majority 
of  the  executors  should  decide  all  questions  that  might  arise; 
that  the  acts  of  a  majority  should  be  as  binding  as  the  acts 
of  all ;  that  if  at  any  time  there  should  be  but  two,  they  might 
appoint  a  third ;  and  that  if  there  should  be  but  one,  he 
might  appoint  another.  The  manner  of  appointment  in 
both  cases  was  specified. 

It  is  insisted  that  Charles  Goodyear,  Jr.,  alone,  as  execu- 
tor, cannot  maintain  this  suit,  and  that  his  co-executors 
named  ia  the  will  are  necessary  parties.  The  evidence  in 
the  record  shows  that  the  testator  was  domiciled  and  had 
property  in  the  city  of  New  York.  This  gave  the  surrogate 
there  jurisdiction  to  take  the  probate  of  the  will,  and  to  issue 
letters  testamentary.  Charles  Goodyear,  Jr.,  alone  proved 
the  will,  and  received  such  letters.  The  other  persons  named 
as  co-executors  have  taken  no  step  in  that  direction.  They 
have  never  at  any  time  assumed  to  do  any  act  or  claimed 
any  right  by  virtue  of  their  nomination  in  the  will. 

At  the  place  where  the  letters  testamentary  were  issued 
the  common  law  relied  upon  by  the  appellants  was  in  con- 
flict with  the  statutory  provisions  of  the  State,  and  was. 
therefore  abrogated.  It  could  no  more  be  recognized  in  the 
Federal  than  in  the  State  fribunals.  Nor  is  the  rule  in  courts 
of  equity  different  from  the  rule  in  the  courts  of  law.  Neither 
can  recognize  the  authority  of  an  executor  any  more  than 
that  of  administrator,  and  neither  will  aid  him  to  obtain  pos- 
session and  control  of  the  estate,  until  he  has  fulfilled  the 
conditions  and  given  the  guarantees  of  fidelity  and  solvency 
prescribed  by  the  local  law.  A  different  rule  could  hardly 
tail  to  be  followed  by  the  most  mischievous  consequences. 

If,  however,  the  question  were  to  be  settled  by  the  rules 
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of  the  common  law,  we  ehoald  be  of  opinioD,  npon  the  facts 
of  the  case  as  disclosed  in  the  record,  that  the  suit  was  well 
brought  by  Charles  Qoodj'ear,  Jr.,  alone.  But  there  are 
other  considerations  bearing  upon  the  subject  which  are  still 
more  satisfactory  to  our  minds. 

The  patent  law  of  the  United  States  authorizes  an  execu- 
tor to  surrender  a  patent  and  take  a  reissue.*  In  this  case 
the  patent  was  surrendered  by  Charles  Goodyear,  Jr.,  as  ex- 
ecutor, and  the  reissues  were  to  him  in  the  same  character. 
This  was  a  specific  grant  by  the  government,  and  vested  in 
him  exclusively  the  legal  title.  The  suffix  of  executor  signi- 
fied the  trustee  character  in  which  he  assumed  to  act,  and 
in  which  he  was  recognized  and  dealt  with  by  the  commis- 
sioner. The  designation,  and  the  trust  which  it  implied, 
did  not  prevent  the  passage  of  the  legal  title  or  qualify  the 
estate  which  accompanied  it.  It  follows  from  this  view  of 
the  subject  that  the  grantee  can  sustain  a  suit  on  the  patent 
in  all  respects,  as  if  he  had  been  designated  in  it  as  trustee 
instead  of  executor. 

But,  conceding  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  that  he 
occupies  the  same  relation  to  the  patents  reissued  to  him  as 
to  the  one  reissued  to  the  testator,  and  which  he  surrendered, 
then  he  was  a  foreign  executor  in  the  forum  where  the  suit 
was  instituted. 

The  bill  alleges  that  he  was  the  executor  of  Charles  Good- 
year, deceased.  His  rights  as  such  in  that  forum  depended 
npon  the  local  law  of  Rhode  Island.  If  his  authority  to  sue 
.there  in  his  representative  character  was  intended  to  be 
questioned,  it  should  have  been  done  by  plea  or  by  the  an- 
swer. Not  having  been  done  in  that  way,  the  defendants 
are  concluded,  and  the  question  is  no  longer  open  in  the 
case.  The  answer  is  silent  upon  this  point.  Its  averments 
touching  the  jurisdiction  of  the  surrogate  of  the  city  of  New 
York  are  effectually  disposed  of  by  the  complainants'  proofe. 

In  any  view  which  can  be  taken  of  the  subject  the  objec- 
tion is  untenable. 

*  Act  of  July  4th,  1886,  {  18. 
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The  proposition  that  the  patent  is  fatally  defective,  because 
it  is  impossible  to  make  merchantable  goods  according  to  the 
directions  contained  in  the  specifications,  cannot  be  enter- 
tained. The  answer  contains  no  averment  upon  the  subject. 
No  such  issue  was  tendered  to  the  complainants,  and  they 
have  had  no  notice  that  such  a  defence  was  intended  to  be 
relied  upon.  In  equity,  the  proofs  and  allegations  must  cor* 
respond.  The  examination  of  the  case  by  the  court  is  con- 
fined to  the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings.  Proofs  without 
the  requisite  allegations  are  as  unavailing  as  such  allegations 
would  be  without  the  proofs  requisite  to  support  them."*" 

It  is  alleged  in  the  answer  that  the  testator  was  not  the 
original  and  first  inventor  of  the  process  described  in  his 
patents. 

The  original  patent  was  issued  in  1844.  The  invention 
has  since  been  covered  by  a  succession  of  patents,  the  last 
of  which,  the  reissues  in  question,  are  still  unexpired,  and 
are  the  foundation  of  this  litigation.  The  discovery  was  one 
of  very  great  value.  It  is  a  mine  of  wealth  to  the  possessors. 
Since  the  first  patent  was  issued  there  have  been  numerous 
cases  of  litigation  involving  its  validity.  They  were  earn- 
estly contested.  In  every  instance  the  patent  was  sustained. 
This  litigation  was  remarked  upon  by  the  counsel  for  the 
appellants,  and  it  was  added  that  this  question  is  now,  for 
the  firat  time,  presented  to  this  court  for  consideration.  It 
is  a  just  commentary  to  say  that  such  a  litigation  is  always 
to  be  expected  in  cases  like  this.  There  are  always  those 
who  are  ready  to  gather  where  they  have  not  sown.  The 
number  and  ardor  of  the  conflicts  is  usually  in  proportion  to 
the  value  of  the  prize  at  stake.  The  validity  of  the  claim  of 
the  testator  was  never  shaken  by  any  a<^udication.  It  has 
been  uniformly  affirmed  and  sustained.  If  the  subject  was 
never  brought  here  before,  it  was  doubtless  because  those 
who  were  defeated  elsewhere  saw  no  ground  for  the  hope  of 
a  more  favorable  result  in  this  court.     These  considerations 

*  Foster  «.  Ooddard,  1  Black,  518;  Tripp  v.  Vincent,  8  Barbour's  Chan- 
cery, 618;  Boone  v.  Chiles,  10  Peters,  178;  Harrison  et  al.  v,  Nixon,  9  Id. 
488. 
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are  very  perBuasive  to  the  presumption  that  the  claim  of 
Charles  Goodyear,  the  elder,  that  he  was  the  original  and 
first  inventor,  is  impregnable.  If  it  were  not  so,  we  cannot 
doubt  that  it  would  have  been  overthrown  in  the  numeroaa 
and  severe  assaults  which  have  been  made  upon  it.  We 
have,  however,  examined  the  question  by  the  light  of  the 
evidence  found  in  the  record,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  adju- 
dications referred  to  should  have  had  no  difficulty  in  coming 
to  the  same  conclusion.  We  entertain  no  doubt  upon  the 
subject.  The  point  was  not  very  earnestly  pressed  upon  our 
attention  in  the  argument  at  the  bar.  We  deem  what  we 
have  said  in  regard  to  it  sufficient 

The  patents  reissued  to  the  executor  upon  the  surrender 
of  the  patent  reissued  to  the  testator  were  numbered  re- 
spectively 1084  and  1085.  The  one  numbered  1085  is  for 
the  process  by  which  vulcanized  India-rubber  is  manufac- 
tured. The  other  one  is  for  the  result  of  the  process  in  the 
form  of  the  article  produced. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellants  that  both  these  patents 
are  invalid,  for  two  reasons — 1st,  because  they  are  broader 
than  the  claims  of  the  patent  surrendered  by  the  executor; 
and,  2d,  because  one  is  for  a  process,  and  the  other  for  the 
product  of  that  process.  The  court  below  held  the  objection 
to  the  patent  for  the  process — that  it  is  too  broad — fatal  to 
its  validity,  because  the  claim  embraced  ^*  other  vulcanizable 
gums"  besides  India-rubber  as  articles  to  which  the  process 
was  to  be  applied.  From  this  part  of  the  decree  below  no 
appeal  was  taken  by  the  Complainants.  It  is,  therefore,  final 
and  conclusive  in  its  efiect,  and  the  patent  to  which  it  relates 
must  be  laid  out  of  view.  It  remains,  therefore,  to  consider 
only  the  patent  No.  1084,  which  is  for  the  product. 

The  claims  of  the  patent  reissued  to  Charles  Goodyear, 
deceased,  in  1849,  are  as  follows : 

"What  I  claim  as  my  invention  and  desire  to  secure  by  letters 
patent  is  the  caring  of  caoutchouc,  or  India-rubber,  by  subject- 
ing it  to  the  action  of  a  high  degree  of  artificial  heat,  substan. 
tially  as  herein  described,  and  for  the  purposes  specified. 

"And  I  also  claim  the  preparing  and  caring  the  compound 
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of  iodia-rabber,  sulphur,  and  a  carbonate  or  other  salt,  or  oxido 
of  lead,  by  subjugating  the  same  to  the  action  of  artificial  heat, 
substantially  as  herein  described." 

The  claim  of  the  patent  for  the  product  is  thus  expressed: 

"What  is  claimed  as  the  invention  of  Charles  Goodyear, 
deceased,  is  the  new  manufacture  of  vulcanized  India-rubber 
(whether  with  or  without  other  ingredients),  chemically  altered 
by  the  application  of  heat,  substantially  as  described/' 

The  specification,  among  other  things,  contains  these 
clauses : 

"  For  many  purposes  the  manufacture  is  improved  by  the  ad- 
dition of  other  substances  than  sulphur^  among  which  white  lead 
is  one  of  the  best,  and  which,  when  used,  may  be  combined  in 
the  mixture  above  described,  in  the  proportion  of  seven  parts 
by  weight,  thereby  forming  a  triple  compound.  Other  salts  of 
lead  may  be  used  with  advantage,  and  coloring  matter  may  be 
also  incorporated  with  the  mixture  for  the  purpose  of  imparting 
colors  to  the  product. 

"And  other  materials,  such  as  cotton,  silk,  wool,  or  leather, 
may  be  incorporated  or  combined  with  the  India-rubber  and 
sulphur,  thereby  modifying  the  strength,  elasticity,  or  other 
qualities  of  the  new  manufacture  for  particular  purposes;  as  it 
is  found  that  the  new  substance  or  product  will  be  produced 
whenever  the  essential  elements  of  rubber,  sulphur,  and  heat  are 
used,  whether  such  other  materials  are  incorporated  or  not." 

A  patent  should  be  construed  in  a  liberal  spirit,  to  sustain 
the  just  claims  of  the  inventor.  This  principle  is  not  to  be 
carried  so  far  as  to  exclude  what  is  in  it,  or  to  interpolate 
anything  which  it  does  not  contain.  But  liberality,  rather 
than  strictness,  should  prevail  where  the  fate  of  the  patent 
is  involved,  and  the  question  to  be  decided  is  whether  the 
inventor  shall  hold  or  lose  the  fruits  of  his  genius  and  his 
labors.*  The  surrender  was  made  by  the  executor,  for  the 
reason  that  the  specification  was  defective  and  required 
amendment.     This  the  law  permitted,  if  the  facts  brought 

*  Corning  v.  Burden,  16  Howard,  269;  Battin  v.  Taggcrt,  17  Id.  74. 
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the  case  withiu  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  The  commis- 
sioner was  charged  with  the  duty  of  examining  the  facts 
and  deciding  upon  the  application.  His  judgment  is  shown 
in  the  results.  Upon  comparing  the  context  of  the  specifi- 
cations of  the  surrendered  and  of  the  reissued  patent,  and 
giving  to  each  a  reasonable  interpretation,  we  are  satisfied 
that  the  decision  was  correct,  and  we  see  no  reason  to  reverse 
it.  It  is  the  right  of  the  patentee  and  his  representatives  to 
enlarge  or  restrict  the  claim,  so  as  to  give  it  validity  and 
secure  the  invention.* 

Patentable  subjects,  as  defined  by  the  patent  law,t  Are 
"any  new  and  useful  art,  machine,  manufacture,  or  compo- 
sition of  matter,  or  any  new  and  useful  improvement  on  any 
art,  machine,  manufacture,  or  composition  of  matter.''  A 
machine  may  be  new,  and  the  product  or  manufacture  pro- 
ceeding from  it  may  be  old.  In  that  case  the  former  would 
be  patentable  and  the  latter  not  The  machine  may  be  sub- 
stantially old  and  the  product  new.  In  that  event  the  latter, 
and  not  the  former,  would  be  patentable.  Both  may  be  new, 
or  both  may  be  old.  In  the  former  case,  both  would  be 
patentable;  in  the  latter  neither.  The  same  remarks  apply 
to  processes  and  their  results.  Patentability  may  exist  as 
to  either,  neither,  or  both,  according  to  the  fact  of  novelty, 
or  the  opposite.  The  patentability,  or  the  issuing  of  a  patent 
as  to  one,  in  nowise  affects  the  rights  of  the  inventor  or  dis- 
coverer in  respect  to  the  other.  They  are  wholly  discon- 
nected and  independent  facts.  Such  is  the  sound  and  neces- 
sary construction  of  the  statute. 

This  objection  to  the  patent,  we  think,  is  also  not  well 
taken. 

Can  we  go  behind  the  action  of  the  commissioner  in  ex- 
tending the  patent  and  inquire  into  the  frauds  by  which  it  is 
alleged  that  the  extension  was  procured?  The  fifth  section 
of  the  act  of  1790J  provided  for  the  repeal  of  patents  under 
the  circumstances  and  in  the  manner  specified.    This  act  was 


«  Battin  v.  TfLggeri,  17  Id.  84.  f  Act  of  188G,  {  6. 

X  1  Stat,  at  Large,  109. 
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repealed  by  the  act  of  1798.*  The  tenth  section  of  that  act 
re-enacted  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  1790.  The  fifth  sec- 
tion of  the  latter  act  authorized  substantially  the  same  de- 
fences in  suits  upon  patents  which  are  allowed  by  the  15th 
section  of  the  act  of  1836,  with  the  further  provision,  that  if 
the  facts  touching  either  defence  were  established,  "judg- 
ment shall  be  rendered  for  the  defendant  with  costs,  and  the 
patent  shall  be  declared  void."  This  act  continued  in  force 
until  it  was  repealed  by  the  act  of  1836.  These  provisions 
were  not  then,  and  they  have  not  since  been,  re-enacted. 
The  16th  section  of  the  act  of  1836  authorizes  a  court  of 
equity,  in  cases  of  interference,  to  take  jurisdiction  and  an- 
nul the  patent  issued  to  the  party  in  the  wrong.  Beyond 
this  the  patent  laws  are  silent  upon  the  subject  of  the  exer- 
cise of  such  authority.  This  review  furnishes  a  strong  im- 
plication that  is  was  the  intention  of  Congress  not  to  allow 
a  patent  to  be  abrogated  in  any  collateral  proceeding,  except 
in  the  particular  instance  mentioned,  but  to  leave  the  remedy 
in  all  other  cases  to  be  regulated  by  the  principles  of  general 
jurisprudence.  To  those  principles  we  must  look  for  the 
solution  of  the  question  before  us.  The  subject  was  exam- 
ined by  Chancellor  Kent  with  his  accustomed  fulness  of 
research  and  ability,  in  Jackson  v.  Lawion.f  He  there  said : 
"  Unless  letters  patent  are  absolutely  void  on  the  face  of 
them,  or  the  issuing  of  them  was  without  authority,  or  was 
prohibited  by  statute,  they  can  only  be  avoided  in  a  regular 
course  of  pleading,  in  which  the  fraud,  irregularity,  or  mis- 
take is  regularly  put  in  issue.  The  principle  has  been  fre- 
quently admitted,  that  the  fraud  must  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  patent  to  render  it  void  in  a  court  of  law,  and  that  when 
the  fraud  or  other  defect  arises  on  circumstances,  dehors  the 
grant,  the  grant  is  voidable  only  by  suit.J  The  regular  tri- 
bunal is  chancery,  founded  on  a  proceeding  by  scire  facias 
or  by  bill  or  information."  The  patent  in  that  case  was  for 
land,  but,  as  regards  the  point  here  under  consideration, 

*  1  Stat,  at  Large,  818.  f  10  Johnson,  28. 

X  1  Hening  &  Manford,  19,  187;  1  Munford,  184. 
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there  is  no  distinction  between  such  a  patent  and  one  for  an 
invention  or  discovery.  If  there  be,  the  case  is  stronger  as 
to  the  latter.  In  the  case  of  Field  v.  Seabwry*  the  patent 
was  also  for  land.  This  court  ruled  the  point  in  like  man- 
ner, and  the  same  remarks  apply.  Viewing  the  subject  in 
the  light  of  the  principle  involved,  we  can  see  no  defect  in 
the  parallelism  between  that  case  and  the  one  before  us. 

The  extension  was  granted  by  the  commissioner  pursuant 
to  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  1848  and  the  eighteenth 
section  of  the  act  of  1836.  The  latter  declares  that  upon 
the  making  and  recording  of  the  certificate  of  extension 
'^  the  said  patent  shall  have  the  same  effect  in  law  as  though 
it  had  been  originally  granted  for  the  term  of  twenty-one 
years.''  The  law  made  it  the  duty  of  the  commissioner  to 
examine  and  decide.  He  had  full  jurisdiction.  The  func- 
tion he  performed  was  judicial  in  its  character.  No  pro- 
vision is  made  for  appeal  or  review.f  His  decision  must  be 
held  conclusive  until  the  patent  is  impeached  in  a  proceed- 
ing had  directly  for  that  purpose  according  to  the  rules 
which  define  the  remedy,  as  shown  by  the  precedents  and 
authorities  upon  the  subject.  We  are  not,  therefore,  at  lib- 
erty to  enter  upon  the  examination  of  the  evidences  of  fraud 
to  which  we  have  been  invited  by  the  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lants. The  door  to  that  inquiry  in  this  case  is  closed  upon 
us  by  the  hand  of  the  law.  The  rule  which  we  have  thus 
laid  down  is  intended  to  be  limited  to  the  class  of  cases  to 
which,  as  respects  the  point  in  question,  the  one  before  us 
belongs.     We  decide  nothing  beyond  this. 

The  proof  of  infringement  makes  a  case  so  clear  for  the 
appellees,  in  our  judgment,  that  it  is  deemed  unnecessary  to 
extend  this  opinion  by  discussing  the  subject. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  respective  rights  of  the 
several  corporation  complainants  in  this  litigation,  because 
it  is  clear  that  such  as  do  not  belong  to  them  are  vested  in 
Charles  Goodyear,  the  executor,  by  virtue  of  his  holding  the 
entire  legal  title  of  the  patent 

*  19  Howard,  832.  f  Foley  «.  HarriBon,  15  Howard,  448. 
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The  appellants  meet  the  case  in  the  aspect  of  infringe- 
ment, by  setting  up  a  license  from  Charles  Goodyear,  de- 
ceased, to  E.  M.  Chaftee,  bearing  date  on  the  25th  of  June, 
1846,  which  they  insist  is  a  complete  bar  to  the  relief  sought 
by  the  bill.  This  instrument  gives  to  Chaffee,  "  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  a  free  license  to  use  the 
said  Goodyear's  gum-elastic  composition  for  coating  cloth 
for  the  purpose  of  japanning,  marbling,  and  variegate  japan- 
ning, at  his  own  establishment,  but  not  to  be  disposed  of 
to  othera  for  that  purpose  without  the  consent  of  the  said 
Charles  Goodyear; the  right  and  license  hereby  con- 
ferred being  limited  to  the  United  States,  and  not  extending 
to  any  foreign  country,  and  not  being  intended  to  convey 
any  right  to  make  any  contract  with  the  government  of  the 
United  States." 

There  are  several  objections  to  the  view  taken  of  this 
license  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant.  It  authorizes 
Chaffee  to  use  it  himself.  It  gave  him  no  right  to  authorize 
others  to  use  it  in  conjunction  with  himself,  or  otherwise, 
without  the  consent  of  Goodyear,  which  is  not  shown,  and 
not  to  be  presumed.  It  was  to  be  used  at  his  own  establish- 
ment, and  not  at  one  occupied  by  himself  and  others.  Look- 
ing at  the  terms  of  the  instrument,  and  the  testimony  in  the 
record,  we  are  satisfied  that  its  true  meaning  and  purpose 
were  to  authorize  the  licensee  to  make  and  sell  India-rubber 
cloth,  to  be  used  in  the  place,  and  for  the  purposes,  of  patent 
or  japanned  leather.  In  our  judgment  it  conveyed  authority 
to  this  extent  and  nothing  more.  The  practical  construction 
which  the  parties  themselves  have  given  to  a  contract  by 
their  own  conduct  is,  in  cases  of  doubt,  always  entitled  to 
great  weight.  That  this  practical  construction,  in  the  case 
before  us,  was  in  accordance  with  that  which  we  have  given 
to  the  instrument,  is  clearly  shown  by  the  following  facts: 
The  defendants,  Chaffee,  Bourne,  and  Brown,  were  hostile 
to  the  extension,  and  collected  evidence  to  defeat  it.  If  they 
had  understood  the  license  then,  as  they  construe  it  now, 
their  interest  would  have  prompted  an  opposite  line  of  con- 
duct.    In  1856,  Goodyear  the  elder,  and  others,  sued  Brown, 
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Bourne,  and  Chaffee  for  an  infringement  of  the  patent  re- 
issued to  Goodyear — by  manufacturing  India-rubber  shoee. 
In  September  of  that  year,  they  filed  their  answer.  The 
license,  as  they  now  construe  it,  would  have  been  conclusive 
against  the  complainants.  The  answer  is  long  and  elabo- 
rate. It  makes  no  allusion  to  the  license.  An  absolute  in« 
junction  was  decreed.  The  Chaffee  license  bears  date  in 
1846.  In  1858,  the  same  defendants  procured  a  license  to 
manufacture  rubber  shoes,  from  Haywood.  The  terms  were 
stringent  and  onerous.  This  license  would  have  been  use- 
less, if  their  present  construction  of  the  license  to  Chaffee  is 
correct.  It  is  not  clear  that  any  interest  was  conveyed  by 
Chaffee  to  the  other  parties,  if  ever,  until  since  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit.  The  claim  was  not  heard  of  before 
the  conflict  began.  The  license  sets  forth  in  express  terms, 
that  it  was  not  intended  to  give  any  authority  to  contract 
with  the  United  States.  All  the  articles  to  which  this  con- 
troversy relates,  were  manufactured  for  the  United  States, 
under  contracts  with  the  quartermaster-general.  This  de- 
fence cannot  avail  the  defendants. 

Upon  looking  further  into  the  record  we  find  that  the 
complainants  took  seven  exceptions,  and  the  defendants 
twenty-eight,  to  the  master's  report  in  the  court  below,  all 
of  which,  on  both  sides,  were  overruled.  The  complainants 
not  having  appealed,  their  exceptions  are  not  open  to  exam- 
ination. Our  attention,  therefore,  will  be  confined  to  those 
taken  by  the  defendants,  who  have  brought  them  before  us 
by  this  appeal.  Many  of  them  relate  to  the  findings  of  the 
master  upon  questions  of  fact.  Others  are  predicated  of 
facts  which,  upon  examination,  are  not  found  to  be  as  the 
exceptions  assume.  In  all  these  cases  we  are  satisfied  with 
the  master's  conclusions,  and  do  not  propose  to  review 
them.  We  shall  dispose  of  such  other  points  arising  upon 
the  report,  as  we  deem  it  proper  to  remark  upon,  without 
adverting  particularly  to  the  exceptions  by  which  they  are 
raised. 

In  taking  the  account  the  master  was  not  limited  to  the 
date  of  the  decree.     In  such  cases,  it  is  proper  to  extend  the 
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account  down  to  the  time  of  the  hearing  before  him,  unless 
the  infringement  ceased  prior  to  that  time.  The  rights  of 
the  parties  are  settled  by  the  decree,  and  nothing  remains 
but  to  ascertain  the  damages  and  a^udge  their  payment. 
The  practice  saves  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  time,  and  expense, 
and  promotes  the  ends  of  justice.  "We  see  no  well-founded 
objection  to  it. 

The  thirteenth  section  of  the  act  of  March  2d,  1861,  re- 
quires "  that  every  article  made  or  sold  under  the  protection 
of  a  patent  shall  have  fixed  upon  it  the  word  ^  patented,'  and 
the  day  and  year  when  the  patent  was  granted;  and  when, 
from  the  character  of  the  article,  that  may  be  impracticable, 
a  label  on  which  a  notice  to  the  same  effect  is  printed  shall 
be  attached;"  and  if  this  be  not  done  it  is  declared  "  that  In 
case  of  suit  for  infringement,  brought  by  the  person  fail- 
ing so  to  mark  the  articles,  no  damages  shall  be  recovered 
by  the  plaintiff  except  on  proof  that  the  defendant  was  duly 
notified  of  the  infringement,  and  continued,  after  such  no- 
tice, to  make  and  vend  the  articles  patented,"  &c.  It  is  said 
that  the  bill  contains  no  averment  on  this  subject,  and  that 
the  record  is  equally  barren  of  proof  that  any  such  notice 
was  ever  given  to  the  defendants,  except  by  the  service  of 
process,  upon  the  filing  of  the  bill.  Hence,  it  is  insisted 
that  the  master  should  have  commenced  his  account  at  that 
time,  instead  of  the  earlier  period  of  the  beginning  of  the 
infringement.  His  refusal  to  do  so  was  made  the  subject 
of  an  exception.  The  answer  of  the  defendants  is  as  silent 
upon  the  subject  as  the  bill  of  the  complainants.  No  such 
issue  was  made  by  the  pleadings.  It  was  too  late  for  the 
defendants  to  raise  the  point  before  the  master.  They  were 
concluded  by  their  previous  silence,  and  must  be  held  to 
have  waived  it.  It  cannot  be  considered  here.  We  refer  to 
the  authorities  cited  in  an  earlier  part  of  this  opinion,  in 
support  of  the  rule  upon  this  subject. 

The  Circuit  Court  decreed  that  the  Providence  Company 
was  liable  ^^  for  all  the  profits  made  in  violation  of  the  rights 
of  the  complainants,  under  the  patent  aforesaid,  by  respon- 
dents, by  the  manufacture,  use,  or  sale  of  any  of  the  articles 
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named  in  said  bill."  This  was  in  accordance  with  the  role 
in  equity  cases  established  by  this  court.*  It  was  not  ob- 
jected to  in  the  argument  here,  but  it  was  strenuously  in- 
sisted that  the  master  had  erred  in  his  application  of  the  rnle^ 
and  the  court  in  confirming  his  conclusions.  We  have  ex- 
amined the  report  and  are  satisfied  that  he  discharged  his 
duty  with  exemplary  care  and  diligence.  The  report  is  char^ 
acterized  by  unusual  ability.  He  has  stated  two  acconnts : 
one  against  the  Providence  Company  and  the  other  against 
the  Columbian  Company,  which  he  finds  to  be  the  Provi- 
dence Company  under  another  name. 

The  Providence  Company  manufactured  articles  covered 
and  articles  not  covered  by  the  patent  in  question.  No 
separate  account  was  kept  as  to  their  respective  cost  and 
profit.  The  business  as  to  both  was  so  intermingled  and 
confused  that  approximate  results  only  were  possible,  and 
these  were  attainable  by  but  one  process.  He  applied  the 
principle  of  apportionment  as  follows: 

The  gross  amount  of  sales  of  articles  of  both  classes  was 
$2,648,131.49.  The  gross  amount  of  sales  of  articles  cov- 
ered by  the  patent,  $1,899,696.78.  Gross  amount  of  profits, 
$349,620.02.  Proportion  of  profits  due  to  articles  covered 
by  the  patent,  $260,757.72.  The  master  reports  that  this 
result  approaches  exactness,  and  that  it  is  favorable  to  the 
defendants.  The  Columbian  Company  manufactured  only 
patented  articles.  Its  books  were  properly  kept.  The  data 
were  clear  and  certain,  and  he  had  no  difilculty  in  reaching 
a  satisfactory  conclusion.  He  found  the  amount  of  profits 
to  be  $60,000. 

Profits  of  the  Proyidence  Company,  .        .        .    $260,759  72 
Profits  of  the  Columbian  Company,    .        .        .        60,000  00 


Total  for  which  the  defendants  are  liable,    .    $310,767  72 

In  making  up  the  account  the  master  allowed  deductions 
from  profits,  for  bad  debts,  for  rents,  and  interest  paid — 
debiting  rents  and  interest  received;  he  allowed  for  the 

*  Livingston  v.  Wood  worth,  16  Howard,  646 ;  Dean  v.  Mason,  20  Id.  19S. 


Dec.  1869.]     Rubber  Company  v.  Ooodybar.  803 

Opinion  of  the  court. 

market  value  of  the  materials  on  band  when  the  infringe- 
ment began,  for  the  cost  of  those  acquired  afterwards  to 
carry  on  the  business,  and  for  the  usual  salaries  of  the  man- 
aging officers.  In  this  connection  we  take  the  following 
paragraph  from  the  report : 

''  Large  amounts  appear  by  the  books  to  have  been  expended 
in  repairs  of  building  and  machinery,  and  in  the  purchase  of 
new  machinery,  tools,  and  fixtures.  No  further  allowance  is 
made  by  the  master  for  wear,  and  tear,  and  depreciation." 

He  refused  to  allow  the  extraordinary  salaries  which  it 
appeared  by  the  books  had  been  paid,  being  satisfied  they 
were  dividends  of  profit  under  another  name,  and  put  in 
that  guise  for  concealment  and  delusion.  The  allowance  for 
repairs  and  other  items  mentioned  in  this  connection  doubt- 
less exceeded  the  wear  and  tear  which  could  have  occurred 
during  the  time  of  the  infringement.  He  refused  to  allow 
the  valud,  at  the  time  they  were  used,  of  materials  bought 
for  the  purposes  of  the  infringement.  The  market  was  a 
rising  one.  The  defendants  had  the  benefit  of  it  as  to  those 
which  were^  untainted  by  dishonesty.  Those  bought  later 
stand  upon  a  difierent  footing.  The  claim  is  entitled  to  no 
especial  favor.  There  must  be  a  fixed  rule.  There  can  be 
none  better  than  the  cost  as  to  those  to  which  that  principle 
was  applied.  The  articles  might  have  fallen  in  value  instead 
of  rising.  The  defendants  cannot  complain,  as  they  are  held 
liable  only  for  the  ultimate  profits  of  the  piracy. 

He  refused  to  allow  the  profits  due  to  elements  not  pat- 
ented, which  entered  into  the  composition  of  the  patented 
articles.  There  may  be  cases  in  which  such  an  allowance 
would  be  proper.  This  is  not  one  of  them.  The  manner 
in  which  the  books  of  the  Providence  Company  were  kept 
renders  such  an  account  impossible  as  to  the  business  done 
in  their  name. 

The  conduct  of  the  defendants  in  this  respect  has  not  been 
such  as  to  commend  them  to  the  favor  of  a  court  of  equity. 
Under  the  circumstances,  every  doubt  and  difficulty  should 
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be  resolved  against  them.*    The  allowance  was  properly 
denied. 

He  refused  to  allow  manufacturer's  profits  and  interest  on 
the  capital  stock.  This  was  correct.  "  The  profits  made  in 
violation  of  the  rights  of  the  complainants''  in  this  class  of 
cases,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  are  to  be  computed 
and  ascertained  by  finding  the  difference  between  cost  and 
yield.  In  estimating  the  cost,  the  elements  of  price  of  ma- 
terials, interest,  expenses  of  manufacture  and  sale,  and  other 
necessary  expenditures,  if  there  be  any,  and  bad  debts,  are 
to  be  taken  into  the  account,  and  usually  nothing  else.  The 
calculation  is  to  be  made  as  a  manufacturer  calculates  the 
profits  of  his  business.  ^^ Profit"  is  the  gain  made  upon  any 
business  or  investment,  when  both  the  receipts  and  payments 
are  taken  into  the  accountf  The  rule  is  founded  in  reason 
and  justice.  It  compensates  one  party  and  punishes  the 
other.  It  makes  the  wrong-doer  liable  for  actual,  not  possi- 
ble, gains.  The  controlling  consideration  is,  that  he  shall 
not  profit  by  his  wrong.  A  more  favorable  rule  would  offer 
a  premium  to  dishonesty,  and  invite  to  aggression. 

The  jurisdiction  of  equity  is  adequate  to  give  the  proper 
remedy,  whatever  phase  the  case  may  assume;  and  the  se- 
verity of  the  decree  may  be  increased  or  mitigated  accord- 
ing to  the  complexion  of  the  conduct  of  the  offender.  We 
find  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  is 

Affirmed. 

Note.— BRADLEY  and  STRONG,  JJ.,  had  not  taken 
their  seats  upon  the  bench  when  the  preceding  case  was  ar- 
gued and  decided. 


*  Lapton  V.  White,  15  Veaey,  482;  Gopeland  v,  Orane,  9  Pickering,  79; 
Dexter  v.  Arnold,  2  Somner,  109;  Miller  v.  Whittier,  86  Maine,  686. 
t  People  V.  Super.  Niag.,  4  Hill,  28. 
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Sahb  V.  Samb. 

A  bill  of  review  will  not  be  granted  either  where  the  party  could  by  an  at- 
tentive examination  of  the  exhibits,  attached  to  the  bill  in  the  original 
case,  have  discovered  what  he  relies  on  as  newly  discovered  matter,  and 
has  thus  been  guilty  of  laches ;  or  where  the  court  is  satisfied  that 
upon  the  case  offered  to  be  made  out,  the  decree  ought  to  be  the  same  as 
has  been  already  given. 

On  motion  of  Mr.  Cushiv^y  for  the  appellant^  to  stay  the 
mandate  and  for  leave  to  file  a  bill  of  review;  Mr.  W.  JE. 
Curtis  opposing  the  application. 

Mr.  Justice  8WAYNE  stated  the  case  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  appellants  have  submitted  a  motion  that  the  mandate 
in  this  ease  be  stayed,  and  that  they  have  leave  to  file  a  bill 
of  review.  The  ground  of  the  application  is  the  alleged  fact 
that  George  B.  Dorr  and  William  Judson,  both  deceased, 
were  largely  interested  in  the  patent  which  lies  at  the  foun- 
dation of  this  litigation,  and  that  their  legal  representatives 
should  have  been  made  parties  to  the  suit.  It  is  shown  that 
a  suit  has  been  recently  instituted  by  Louisa  Judson,  widow 
and  executrix  of  William  Judson,  against  the  appellants  for 
the  same  infringements  of  the  patent  which  are  charged  in 
the  bill  in  this  case.  Affidavits  are  on  file — taken  to  show 
the  interest  of  Judson — and  that  the  appellants  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  fact  until  since  the  determination  of  the  case  in 
this  court.  They  are  silent  as  to  the  interest  of  Dorr.  Upon 
looking  into  the  record,  we  find  that  the  subpcena  in  this 
case  bears  date  on  the  80th  of  October,  1862.  The  litigation 
was  in  progress  from  that  time  until  it  was  determined  here 
by  the  opinion  of  this  court,  delivered  on  the  7th  of  Feb- 
ruary last,  affirming  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  favor 
of  the  complainants. 

Exhibit  ^^B,"  annexed  to  the  complainants'  bill  in  the 
record,  is  the  opinion  t)f  Mr.  Justice  Grier  in  the  case  of 
Goodyear  v.  Day^  involving  the  same  patent. 

That  opinion  was  delivered  at  the  May  Term,  1852,  of  the 
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Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey.  It  appears  by  this  opinion  that  the  point  was  made 
in  that  case  by  the  defendant,  that  William  Judson  and  James 
A.  Dorr  were  parties  in  interest,  and  should  be  made  parties 
complainant.  The  assignment  by  Goodyear  to  Judson  and 
Dorr  was  before  the  learned  judge,  and  the  question  made 
was  fully  considered.  They  were  not  made  parties.  Exhibit 
'^  C,"  annexed  to  the  bill,  is  the  opinion  of  the  same  justice 
in  the  case  of  Goodyear  and  the  New  England  Car  Spring 
Company  against  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey, 
argued  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  that  State  on  the  24th  of 
March,  1858.  The  suit  in  that  case  also  was  founded  upon 
the  Goodyear  patent.  The  objection  that  Judson  and  Dorr 
should  have  been  co-complainants  was  set  up.  The  assign- 
ment to  them  by  Goodyear  was  analyzed  and  considered. 
The  learned  judge  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  they  were 
not  necessary  parties,  and  overruled  the  point  These  ex- 
hibits were  as  much  a  part  of  the  bill  in  this  case  as  anything 
which  it  contained.  The  appellants  are  estopped  from  deny- 
ing knowledge  of  its  contents.  They  were  sufficient  to  show 
the  existence  of  the  assignment  to  Judson  and  Dorr,  and  the 
general  scope  and  character  of  its  contents.  If  not  satisfied 
with  the  views  of  Mr.  Justice  Grier  upon  the  subject  they 
should  have  made  the  defence  by  plea  or  answer.  Not  hav- 
ing spoken  at  the  proper  time  in  that  way,  they  cannot  be 
permitted  to  speak  with  efiect  now,  in  this  way.  They  have 
slept  upon  knowledge  which,  if  material,  should  have  awak- 
ened them  to  activity  more  than  seven  years  ago.  Their 
laches  is  fatal  to  their  application.  It  is  a  settled  rule  in  this 
class  of  cases  ^'  that  the  matter  must  not  only  be  new,  but 
such  as  the  party,  by  the  use  of  reasonable  diligence,  could 
not  have  known ;  for,  if  there  be  any  laches  or  negligence  in 
this  respect,  that  destroys  the  title  to  the  relief*  Whether 
such  an  application  shall  be  granted  or  refused,  rests  in  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  court.  The  requisite  leave  is  never 
a  matter  of  right. f    The  affidavits  have  failed  to  satisfy  us^ 

«  Story'8  Equity  Pleadings,  {  414.  f  I^-  I  ^^7. 
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that  if  a  bill  of  review  were  filed  the  result  would  afiect  the 
decree  which  has  been  rendered. 

We  are  all  of  the  opinion,  that  under  the  circumstances 
it  would  not  be  proper  to  withhold  longer  from  the  appellees 
the  fruits  of  the  relief  to  which  we  have  found  them  entitled. 
It  is  not  probable  that  the  appellants  will  be  injured  by  any 
litigation  which  the  representatives  of  Judson  or  Dorr  may 
institute.  If  their  interests,  as  claimed,  shall  be  established, 
the  Circuit  Court  which  tries  the  case  will  doubtless  so  exer- 
cise its  flexible  jurisdiction  in  equity  as  to  protect  all  rights 
and  do  justice  to  all  concerned.    The  motion  for  leave  to  file 

a  bill  of  review  is 

Denied. 


Same  v.  Same. 

1.  Where,  on  a  bill  by  several  persons  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  and 

for  an  account  (the  defences  being  invalidity  of  the  patent  and  a  license), 
the  court  sustain  the  patent,  and  decree  damages,  a  bill  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  a  cross-bill,  which  sets  up  a  judgment  in  another  suit  against 
one  of  the  complainants,  and  asks  that  the  coz^oined  defendants  in  the 
principal  suit  set  forth  and  discover  what  share  of  the  damages  they 
claim  respectively  J  so  that  the  defendaat  in  that  suit  may  set  off  his  judg- 
ment as  respects  the  one  against  whom  it  is. 

2.  As  an  original  bill  it  cannot  be  sustained,  if  it  have  either  been  flled  be- 

fore the  decree  for  damages  was  rendered  in  the  principal  suit,  or  have 
been  a  judgment  in  aftaehmeni  only,  and  where  there  was  no  service  on 
the  person  of  the  defendant. 
8.  A  bill  which  is  in  no  wise  auxiliary  to  an  original  suit,  nor  in  continua- 
tion of  that  proceeding,  does  not  present  a  case  proper  for  substituted 
service. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Rhode 
Island. 

Messrs.  PaynCy  Cushingy  and  ParsonSyfor  the  appellant;  and 
Mr,  W.  JS.  Curtis  and  Mr.  SloughtoUy  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  SWAYI7E  stated  the  case  and  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

After  the  interlocutory  decree  was  entered  in  the  case  of 
Charles  Goodyear,  executor  of  Charles  Goodyear,  deceased. 
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and  others,  against  The  Providence  Rubber  Company  and 
others,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Rhode  Island,  and  while  the  case  was  before  the 
master  to  whom  it  had  been  referred,  the  complainants  filed 
this  bill.  It  alleges  that  they  hold  a  judgment  against  the 
estate  of  Charles  Goodyear,  deceased,  in  favor  of  E.  M. 
Chaffee  &  Co.  for  the  sum  of  $48,215.20,  amounting,  with 
interest  thereon,  to  f  72,215.20,  or  thereabout,  which  they 
insist  ought,  in  equity  and  good  conscience,  to  be  offset 
against  such  portion  of  the  damages  to  be  recovered  in  the 
suit  fii*st  mentioned,  as  may  be  due  and  payable  to  Charles 
Goodyear,  the  executor.  An  exhibit  is  annexed  to  the  bill 
and  made  a  part  of  it,  by  which  it  appears  that  the  judg- 
ment was  recovered  against  Charles  Goodyear,  deceased,  iu 
his  lifetime,  by  attachment;  that  process  was  not  served 
upon  him;  that  he  did  not  appear;  that  he  made  no  de- 
fence ;  that  the  cause  of  action  was  the  alleged  breach  of  a 
contract;  and  that  the  court  assessed  the  damages  for  which 
the  judgment  was  rendered. 

It  further  appears  by  this  exhibit  that  the  firm  of  E.  M. 
Chaffee  &  Co.  consisted  of  Edwin  M.  Chaffee,  George 
O'Bourne,  and  William  W.  Brown.  The  sheriff^s  return 
upon  the  writ  of  attachment  is  as  follows : 

<(  For  want  of  the  body  of  the  within-named  defendant  to  be 
by  me  found  in  my  precinct,  I  have  this  day,  at  eleven  o'clock, 
A.M.,  made  service  of  this  writ  by  attaching  two  pieces  grass 
cloth,  one  piece  red  fitting,  six  rolls  cotton  batting,  one  piece  of 
perforated  rubber  cloth,  one  roll  grass  cloth,  one  roll  sheeting, 
covered  with  cotton  batting,  two  bundles  wadding,  one  piece 
bagging,  set  forth  to  me  by  the  plaintiffs  as  the  property  of  the 
defendant,  and  have  lefl  a  true  and  attested  copy  of  this  writ, 
with  my  doings  hereon,  with  Messrs.  Bourne  and  Brown,  in 
whose  hands  or  possession  I  found  said  goods  and  chattels,  the 
defendants  having  no  last  and  usual  place  of  abode  within  my 
precinct  whereat  to  leave  a  copy." 

The  bill  further  sets  forth  that  the  Union  India-Rubber 
Company  claims  to  be  a  corporation  of  the  State  of  New 
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Tork,  having  its  principal  place  of  business  in  the  city  of 
Kew  York,  and  that  the  Phenix  Rubber  Company  claims  to 
be  a  corporation  of  the  State  of  Connecticut,  having  its  prin- 
cipal place  of  business  also  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  that  the  defendants  set  forth  and 
discover  what  share  of  the  damages  to  be  recovered  in  the 
prior  suit  they  respectively  claim ;  that  the  judgment  may 
be  set  ofi'  against  that  portion  which  shall  belong  to  Charles 
Qoodyear,  as  executor  of  Charles  Goodyear,  deceased ;  and 
for  other  and  proper  relief.  There  is  a  further  prayer  that 
service  of  process  may  be  made  upon  the  corporation  defend- 
ants, by  serving  it  upon  their  solicitor  of  record,  and  that 
service  may  be  made  upon  Charles  Goodyear,  the  executor, 
by  some  disinterested  person  in  the  State  of  New  York. 
Substituted  service  was  made  upon  the  corporations  accord- 
ingly, pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  court.  Charles  Goodyear 
entered  his  appearance,  and  demurred.  The  corporations 
appeared  specially,  and  moved  to  dismiss  the  bill.  The  de- 
murrer and  the  motion  were  both  sustained,  and  the  bill  was 
dismissed.  The  complainants  thereupon  appealed  to  this 
court. 

In  the  argument  here,  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  have 
endeavored  to  support  the  bill,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  a 
cross-bill,  having  for  its  object  to  enforce  an  oftset  arising 
under  such  circumstances  as  give  a  court  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  case,  and  authority  to  give  the  relief  for  which 
the  bill  specifically  prays.  A  cross-bill  is  brought  to  obtain 
a  discovery  in  aid  of  a  defence  to  the  original  suit,  or  to  ob- 
tain complete  relief  to  all  the  parties  as  to  the  matters 
charged  in  the  original  bill.  It  should  not  introduce  any 
distinct  matter.  It  is  auxiliary  to  the  original  suit,  and  a 
graft  and  dependency  upon  it.  If  its  purpose  be  different 
from  this,  it  is  not  a  cross-bill,  though  it  may  have  a  connec- 
tion with  the  same  general  subject.'*'  Here  the  original  suit 
was  for. the  infringement  of  a  patent.     The  defences  were 

*  Mitford'8  Pleading,  80,  81 ;  Ayres  v.  Carver,  17  Howard,  591 ;  Cross  v. 
De  Valle,  I  Wallace,  6. 


ft 

810  Rubber  Company  v.  Goodyeab.        [Sup.  Ct 

• 

Statement  of  the  case  in  the  opinion. 

invalidity  of  the  patent  and  a  license.  Keither  the  case 
made  bj  the  bill  nor  the  defences  set  up  in  the  answer  had 
the  slightest  relation  to  the  judgment  in  question.  It  is  en- 
tirely foreign  to  the  gi'ounds  of  the  controversy.  Its  only 
connection  with  the  parties  was  that  it  belonged  to  the  de- 
fendants, and  was  against  the  testator  of  one  of  the  corn- 
plainants.  Any  discovery  in  relation  to  it  could  not  give  or 
help  any  defence  to  the  original  suit.  It  was  simply  a  fact 
affecting  personally  a  portion  of  the  parties,  but  no  more 
affecting  the  litigation  than  would  any  other  controversy 
between  them  as  to  lands,  stocks,  or  other  property.  We, 
therefore,  hold  the  bill  to  be  an  original  and  not  a  cross-bill. 

Can  it  be  sustained  as  such  7  When  it  was  filed,  no  de- 
cree had  passed  in  the  original  suit  for  the  payment  of  dam- 
ages. Non  constat  that  such  a  decree  would  ever  be  made. 
It  was  possible  that  the  court  might  annul  the  interlocu- 
tory order,  decree  for  the  defendants,  and  dismiss  the  bilL 
The  bill  before  us  was  therefore  prematurely  filed.  The 
judgment  which  it  seeks  to  enforce  was  recovered  in  a  pro- 
ceeding by  attachment.  It  did  not  affect  the  defendant  per- 
sonally, and  bound  no  property  but  that  upon  which  the 
^grasp  of  the  court  was  fixed  by  the  service  of  the  writ  of 
attachment  Beyond  that  it  was  ineffectual  for  any  purpose. 
An  execution  could  not  be  issued  upon  it  to  reach  other 
property,  and  it  would  not  be  primd  facie  evidence  against 
the  defendant  in  another  suit  upon  the  same  cause  of  action. 
To  enforce  the  contract  against  the  testator  while  living,  or 
his  executor  after  his  decease,  it  was  necessary  to  sue,  pro- 
cure personal  service,  and  make  the  same  proofs  as  if  the 
judgment  in  attachment  had  not  been  rendered.  Such  a 
judgment  has  no  more  efficacy  and  can  no  more  be  enforced 
in  equity  than  at  law.  The  demurrer  of  the  executor  was 
well  taken  and  properly  sustained.* 

The  motion  to  dismiss  was  made  by  the  foreign  corpora- 
tions.  The  bill,  being  in  no  wise  auxiliary  to  the  original  suit 

*  D'Arcy  v.  Ketchum,  11  Howard,  166;  McYicker  v,  Beeby,  SI  Maine, 
814;  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  {  814. 
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nor  in  continuation  of  that  proceeding,  the  case  was  not  one 
proper  for  substituted  service.*  They  were  not  bound  to 
appear.  They  entered  their  appearance  specially,  and  ap- 
peared only  to  object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

The  learned  judge  who  heard  the  case  below  was  correct 

in  ordering  the  bill  to  be  dismissed. 

Dbcrbb  apfirmbd. 


BouRNB  V.  Goodyear. 

A  proceeding  to  vacate  the  extension  of  a  patent,  of  which  the  extension  has 
expired  before  the  proceeding  was  begun,  has  no  equity  to  support  it, 
and  cannot  be  sustained  on  demurrer. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  in  which  court,  on  the  15th  of  June,  1865,  a 
proceeding  was  begun,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  ex 
relatione  Bourne,  against  the  executor  of  Goodyear,  to  vacate 
an  extension  of  a  patent.  The  bill  showed  that  the  exten- 
sion of  the  patent  sought  to  be  vacated  by  the  proceeding 
expired  on  the  14th  of  June,  1865;  before  the  suit  was  com- 
menced, and  the  defendant  demurred  to  it  on  that  ground 
among  others.  The  court  below  dismissed  the  bill,  and  the 
relator  brought  the  case  here. 

Messrs:  T.  H.  Parsons^  A.  Payne,  and  C.  Cashing^  for  the 
appellant;  Messrs.  E.  W.  Sioughion  and  W.  E.  Curtis y  contra. 

The  CHIEF  JUSTICE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  extension  having  expi/ed  before  the  bill  was  filed, 
there  is  no  equity  to  support  the  application  to  set  it  aside. 
The  extension  has  ceased  to  be  of  any  effect,  and  there  re- 
mains nothing  which  can  be  the  subject  of  a  suit.  The  de- 
murrer to  the  bill,  therefore,  must  be  sustained,  and  the 
decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  by  which  the  bill  was  dismissed 

must  be 

Affirmed. 

*  Dunn  V.  Clarke,  8  Peters,  1. 
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BiSCHOFF   V.  WSTHERBD. 

1.  A  judgment  recovered  in  tbe  Common  Pleas,  at  Westminster,  England, 

against  a  person  in  the  United  States,  without  any  service  of  process  on 
him,  or  any  notice  of  the  suit  other  than  a  personal  one  served  on  him 
in  this  country,  has  no  validity  here,  even  of  a  primA  facie  character. 

2.  On  a  suit  at  law,  involving  a  question  of  priority  of  invention,  where  a 

patent  under  consideration  is  attempted  to  be  invalidated  by  a  prior 
patent,  counsel  cannot  require  the  court  to  compare  the  two  specifica- 
tions, and  to  instruct  the  jury,  as  matter  of  law,  whether  the  inventions 
therein  described  are  or  are  not  identical.  The  rule  on  the  subject  stated. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  tbe  District  of  Maryland. 

Bischoff  and  others  brought  an  action,  in  the  court  below, 
against  Wethered,  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  cove- 
nant in  the  assignment  of  one-fortieth  part  of  an  English 
patent  granted  to  one  Newton.  The  covenant  was  that  the 
patent  was  in  all  respects  valid  and  unimpeachable.  The 
breach  complained  of  was  that  it  was  null  and  void.  The 
declaration  contained  certain  other  counts,  namely,  the  or- 
dinary money  counts,  and  a  count  on  a  judgment  recovered 
in  the  Common  Pleas,  at  Westminster  Hall,  in  England. 
To  the  latter  count  the  defendant  pleaded  nul  tiel  reccrtL 
The  only  evidence  adduced  in  its  support  was  an  exempli- 
fied.copy  of  a  judgment  recovered  against  the  defendant  in 
the  said  Common  Pleas,  without  any  service  of  process  on 
him,  or  any  notice  of  the  suit,  other  than  a  personal  notice 
served  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  and  as  no  evidence  was  ad- 
duced to  sustain  the  common  counts,  the  chief  question  in 
the  case  arose  under  the  count  on  the  alleged  covenant, 
that  the  patent  in  question  was  valid  and  unimpeachable. 

This  patent  was  granted  to  Newton  on  the  25th  of  May, 
1853,  and  was  for  certViiu  improvements  in  the  generation  of 
steam,  consisting  of  an  accessory  steam-pipe  carried  from 
the  boiler  through  the  fire  or  chimney,  so  as  to  cause  the 
steam  conveyed  therein  to  become  superheated ;  and  from 
thence  carried  to  the  steam-chest,  or  to  an  intermediate  pipe, 
there  to  connect  with  the  ordinary  steam-pipe  which  conveys 
the  steam  from  the  boiler  to  the  engine,  so  as  to  mix  the  su- 
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perheated  steam  with  the  ordinary  steam  as  it  comes  from  the 
boiler.  The  effect  of  this  mixture  is  described  to  be  that 
the  superheated  steam  converts  into  steam  all  the  remaining 
watery  particles,  froth  and  foam,  contained  in  the  ordinary 
steam,  and  thus  dries  and  rarefies  the  whole  mass,  and  makes 
it  more  effective. 

The  plaintiff  having  put  in  evidence  the  assignment  con- 
taining the  covenant  declared  on,  and  the  letters  patent 
granted  to  Newton,  in  order  to  show  the  breach  of  covenant, 
put  in  evidence  a  prior  English  patent,  granted  to  one  Poole, 
in  1844,  for  an  invention  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  was 
identical  with  that  patented  to  Newton.  The  plaintiff  then 
called  upon  the  court  to  compare  the  two  specifications,  and 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  patent  to  Newton  was  not  a  valid 
and  unimpeachable  patent,  inasmuch  as  the  invention  therein 
described  was  not  novel,  but  was  already  substantially  de- 
scribed in  the  specification  of  Poole;  and  that  under  the 
covenants  contained  in  the  assignment,  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  recover  £500,  the  amount  of  purchase-money  paid, 
with  interest.  This  the  court  refused  to  do,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs excepted. 

The  defendant  then  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury, 
amongst  other  things,  that  there  is  not  on  the  face  of  the  re- 
spective patents  of  Newton  and  Poole  such  an  identity  as  au- 
thorizes the  court  to  pronounce  that  they  are  for  one  and  the 
same  invention,  and  that  for  that  reason  the  patent  granted 
to  Newton  is  invalid;  and  such  invalidity  being  necessary  to 
support  the  plaintiffs'  claim,  and  being  wanting,  the  verdict 
must  be  for  the  defendant.  The  court  granted  this  prayer, 
and  instructed  the  jury  accordingly,  and  a  verdict  was  found 
for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiffs  excepted  to  this  instruc- 
tion.    The  case  being  brought  here,  the  questions  were — 

Ist  (one  not  pressed).  What  effect  had  the  proceeding  in 
the  Common  Pleas  in  England  ? 

2d.  The  principal  one — whether  the  court  below  was  bound 
to  compare  the  two  specifications,  and  to  instruct  the  juvjy 
as  matter  of  law,  whether  the  inventions  therein  described 
were,  or  were  not,  identical  ? 
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Mr.  W.  M,  Addison,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error ;  Mr.  J.  B. 
Latrobe^  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  BRADLEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

As  to  the  first  point  raised — ^to  wit,  the  effect  of  the  pro- 
ceeding in  the  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster  Hall — ^it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  was  wholly  without  jurisdiction  of  the 
person,  and  whatever  validity  it  may  have  in  England,  by 
virtue  of  statute  law,  against  property  of  the  defendant  there 
situate,  it  can  have  no  validity  here,  even  of  a  primd  facie 
character.    It  is  simply  null. 

The  second  and  principal  question  in  the  case  raises  an 
important  question  of  practice  under  the  patent  law,  and  de- 
serves to  be  seriously  considered  by  this  court 

It  is  undoubtedly  the  common  practice  of  the  United  States 
Circuit  Courts,  in  actions  at  law,  on  questions  of  priority  of 
invention,  where  a  patent  under  consideration  is  attempted 
to  be  invalidated  by  a  prior  patent,  to  take  the  evidence  of 
experts  as  to  the  nature  of  the  various  mechanisms  or  manu- 
factures described  in  the  different  patents  produced,  and  as 
to  the  identity  or  diversity  between  them ;  and  to  submit  all 
the  evidence  to  the  jury  under  general  instructions  as  to  the 
rules  by  which  they  are  to  consider  the  evidence.  A  case 
may  sometimes  be  so  clear  that  the  court  may  feel  no  need 
of  an  expert  to  explain  the  terms  of  art  or  the  descriptions 
contained  in  the  respective  patents,  and  may,  therefore,  feel 
authorized  to  leave  the  question  of  identity  to  the  jury,  under 
such  general  instructions  as  the  nature  of  the  documents 
seems  to  require.  And  in  such  plain  cases  the  court  would 
probably  feel  authorized  to  set  aside  a  verdict  unsatisfactory 
to  itself,  as  against  the  weight  of  evidence.  But  in  all  such 
cases  the  question  would  still  be  treated  as  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury,  and  not  as  a  question  of  law  for  the  court  And 
under  this  rule  of  practice,  counsel  would  not  have  the  right 
to  require  the  court,  as  matter  of  law,  to  pronounce  upon 
the  identity  or  diversity  of  the  several  inventions  described 
in  the  patents  produced.  Such,  we  think,  has  been  the  pre- 
vailing rule  in  this  country,  and  we  see  no  sufficient  reason 
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for  changing  it  The  control  which  the  courts  can  always 
exercise  over  unsatisfactory  verdicts  will  enable  them  to  pre- 
vent any  wrong  or  injustice  arising  from  the  action  of  juries; 
whereas,  if  the  courts  themselves  were  compellable  to  de- 
cide on  these  often  recondite  and  difficult  questions,  without 
the  aid  of  scientific  persons  familiar  with  the  subjects  of  the 
inventions  in  question,  they  might  be  led  into  irremediable 
errors,  which  would  produce  great  injustice  to  suitors.  We 
are  disposed  to  think  that  the  practice  adopted  by  our  courts 
is,  on  the  whole,  the  safest  and  most  conducive  to  justice. 

It  may  be  objected  to  this  view  that  it  is  the  province  of 
the  court,  and  not  the  jury,  to  construe  the  meaning  of  docu- 
mentary evidence.  This  is  true.  But  the  specifications  of 
patents  for  inventions  are  documents  of  a  peculiar  kind. 
They  profess  to  describe  mechanisms  and  complicated  ma- 
chinery, chemical  compositions  and  other  manufiEictured  pro- 
ducts, which  have  their  existence  in  pais^  outside  of  the 
documents  themselves ;  and  which  are  commonly  described 
by  terms  of  the  art  or  mystery  to  which  they  respectively 
belong;  and  these  descriptions  and  terms  of  art  often  re- 
quire peculiar  knowledge  and  education  to  understand  them 
aright ;  and  slight  verbal  variations,  scarcely  noticeable  to  a 
common  reader,  would  be  detected  by  an  expert  in  the  art, 
as  indicating  an  important  variation  in  the  invention.  In- 
deed, the  whole  subject-matter  of  a  patent  is  an  embodied 
conception  outside  of  the  patent  itself,  which,  to  the  mind 
of  those  expert  in  the  art,  stands  out  in  clear  and  distinct  re- 
lief, whilst  it  is  often  unperceived,  or  but  dimly  perceived, 
by  the  uninitiated.  This  outward  embodiment  of  the  terms 
contained  in  the  patent  is  the  thing  invented,  and  is  to  be 
properly  sought,  like  the  explanation  of  all  latent  ambigui- 
ties arising  from  the  description  of  external  things,  by  evi- 
dence in  pais. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  Circuit  Court  was 
justified  in  refusing  to  give  the  instructions  demanded  by 
the  plaintiffs,  and  in  giving  that  which  was  asked  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  precise  question  has  recently  undergone  considerable 
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discussion  in  England,  and  has  finally  resulted  in  the  same 
conclusion  to  which  we  have  arrived.  The  cases  will  be 
found  collected  in  the  last  edition  of  Curtis  on  Patents.*  It 
was  at  first  decided  in  the  cases  of  BoviU  v.  JV7nm,t  Beits  v. 
Menzie8,X  and  Btish  v,  FoXj%  that  it  was  the  province  and  duty 
of  the  court  to  compare  the  documents  and  decide  on  the 
identity  or  diversity  of  the  inventions.  But  in  1862,  Lord 
Westbury,  in  two  very  elaborate  judgments,  one  of  which 
was  delivered  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  occasion  of  overrul- 
ing the  decision  in  Beits  v.  MenzkSy  held  that  it  belonged  to 
the  province  of  evidence,  and  not  that  of  construction,  to 
determine  this  question.  "In  all  cases,  therefore,"  he  con- 
cludes, "  where  the  two  documents  profess  to  describe  an 
external  thing,  the  identity  of  signification  between  the  two 
documents  containing  the  same  description,  must  belong  to 
the  province  of  evidence,  and  not  that  of  construction." 
Lord  Westbury  very  justly  remarks,  that  two  documents 
using  the  same  words,  if  of  difterent  dates,  may  intend  very 
diverse  things,  as,  indeed,  was  actually  decided  by  this  court 
in  the  case  of  The  Bridge  Proprietors  v.  The  Hoboken  Cbm- 
jpawy. II  The  court,  in  that  case,  said:  "It  does  not  follow 
that  when  a  newly  invented  or  discovered  thing  is  called  by 
some  familiar  word,  which  comes  nearest  to  expressing  the 
new  idea,  that  the  thing  so  styled  is  really  the  thing  formerly 
meant  by  the  familiar  word."  And  the  decision  was  that 
thfe  word  "bridge,"  in  an  old  bridge  law,  passed  in  1790,  did 
not  mean  the  same  thing  as  the  same  word  meant  when  ap- 
plied to  the  modern  structure  of  a  railroad  bridge. 

This  view  of  the  case  is  not  intended  to,  and  does  not, 
trench  upon  the  doctrine  that  the  construction  of  written  in- 
struments is  the  province  of  the  court  alone.  It  is  not  the 
consiruciion  of  the  instrumentj  but  the  character  of  the  thing  in- 
vented^ which  is  sought  in  questions  of  identity  and  diversity 

of  inventions. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

«  {  446.  t  86  English  Law  and  Equity,  441. 

I  1  Ellis  &  Ellis,  Q.  B.  999.      {  88  English  Law  and  Equity,  1. 

II  1  Wallace,  116. 
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ABANDONED  AND  CAPTURED  PROPERTY  ACT.    See  RebeUum,  1. 

1.  Under  it  a  party  preferring  his  claim  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  need  not, 

where  he  has  purchased  in  good  faith,  prove  the  loyalty  of  the  person 
from  whom  he  bought  the  property  whose  proceeds  he  claims.  United 
States  V.  Anderson,  66. 

2.  The  vendor  is  a  competent  witness  to  support  the  claimant's  case,  if  he 

never  had  any  claim  or  right  against  the  government,  and  is  not 

interested  in  the  suit.    76. 
8.  In  a  claim  under  this  act,  the  Court  of  Claims  may  render  Judgment 

for  a  specific  sum  as  due  to  the  claimant.    76. 
4.  Claimants  under  the  act  are  not  deprived  of  its  benefits  because  of  aid 

and  comfort  not  voluntarily  given  to  the  rebellion.     United  States  v. 

Padelford,  681. 
6.  But  voluntarily  executing,  even  through  motives  of  personal  friendship, 

the  official  bonds  of  quartermasters  or  commissaries  of  the  rebel  army, 

was  giving  such  aid  and  comfort.    76. 
6.  The  mere  taking  possession  of  a  city  by  the  government  forces  was  not 

a  *' capture"  of  all  cotton  in  it,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.    76. 

ABANDONMENT.    See  Insurance, 

ACCEPTANCE. 
Of  work  not  performed  according  to  contract.    What  amounts  to.    Swain 
V.  Seamens,  254. 

ADMINISTRATOR.    See  Foreiffn  Administrator;  Pleading,  2,  8,  7. 

ADMIRALTY.    See  Average^  8  j  Barges;  Bottomry;  Commercial  Law;  Lien, 
1,  2 ;  Pleading,  10,  11 ;  Practice,  1,  9-11,  89,  40. 

1.  Where  a  lien  exists  by  the  maritime  law  of  foreign  jurisdictions,  our 

admiralty  has  power  to  enforce  it  here,  even  though  all  parties  be 
foreigners.    The  Maggie  Hammond,  485. 

2.  The  English  »' Admiralty  Court  Act*'  (24th  and  26th  Victoria),  con- 

strued  in  reference  to  the  English  courts.  76. 

8.  Liens  for  repairs  and  supplies,  whether  express  or  implied,  how  far  and 
under  what  circumstances  enforced  in  ;  and  when  a  necessity  for  them 
is  presumed  or  considered  as  proven.  The  Orapeshot,  129  ,*  The  Quy, 
768. 

4.  Steamers  navigating  crowded  harbors  or  channels,  or  entering  ports  in 
the  dark  or  in  fogs,  are  bound  to  move  with  the  greatest  care,  and  to 
keep  themselves  under  a  headway  at  all  times  controllable,  and  some- 
times to  stop  entirely,  and  where  it  is  night  or  misty,  to  wait  till  they 

VOL.  IX.  62  (  817  ) 
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can  see.  In  all  such  cases  they  most  conform  strictly  to  the  rales  of 
navigation.  The  rule  applied  in  various  cases.  The  Corsica^  680;  The 
Johnson,  146 ;  City  of  Paris,  684 ;  The  PorUmouih,  682 ;  The  Syraeuse, 
672 ;  The  Suffolk  Omnfyi  651. 

5.  Those  having  no  tows,  bound  to  regard  with  care  those  having  them. 

The  Alleghany,  522 ;  The  Syracuse,  672. 

6.  If  either  one  of  two  vessels  colliding  have  departed  from  the  rules 

of  navigation  established  by  Congress,  it  must  show  cause  for  such 
its  departure.    The  Corsica,  680. 

7.  The  case  set  up  by  a  libelled  vessel  is  not  necessarily  made  out  by  the 

libellant's  proving,  as  respects  his  own  vessel,  a  case  somewhat  diifer- 
ent  from  the  one  which  his  libel  alleged.    The  Suffolk  Cbtmty,  661. 

8.  A  neglect  by  one  vessel,  on  approaching  another  in  the  night,  to  show 

proper  lights,  or  her  showing  a  wrong  one,  does  not  absolve  such 
other  vessel,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  April  29th,  1864,  prescrib- 
ing the  lights  which  sailing  vessels  shall  carry,  from  obligation  to 
observe  the  usual  laws  of  navigation,  or  such  reasonable  and  practi- 
cable precautions  generally  as  the  circumstances  allow.  The  Oray 
Eagle,  605. 

9.  A  loss  equally  divided  between  two  vessels,  both  being  in  fault.    lb. 
10.  Positive  and  direct  oral  testimony,  in  a  collision  case,  not  controlled  by 

the  shape  of  the  wound  on  the  injured  vessel.    The  Fairbanks,  420. 

AFFIRM  AN  CB. 
By  a  Superior  Court  of  a  Judicial  decree  in  a  lower  one,  does  not  enlarge 
the  operation  of  the  latter.    The  effect  of  it  considered.    Jn  the  mat- 
ters of  Howard,  176. 

AGENCY.    See  Principal  and  Agent;  RaHfieaiion,  1,  2. 

1.  Where  a  partnership  is  in  the  habit  of  indorsing  negotiable  paper, 

having  blanks  left  for  the  date,  and  gives  the  paper  so  indorsed  to  a 
person  to  use— he  to  fill  the  blank  when  he  wishes  to  use  it — the  firm 
is  liable  on  the  paper  with  the  date  filled  in,  when,  thus  complete,  it 
is  held  by  innocent  bonA  fide  holders  for  value.  Michigan  Bank  ▼. 
Eldred,  544. 

2.  The  power  to  fill  the  blanks  for  dates  implies,  in  favor  of  such  holders, 

a  power  in  the  person  trusted  to  change  the  date,  after  the  note  has 
been  written,  and  before  it  is  negotiated.  Jb. 
8.  An  authority  to  buy  cotton,  having  in  view  not.merely  a  single  trans- 
action, or  a  number  of  specified  transactions,  but  a  class  of  purchasers 
and  a  department  of  business — makes  a  general  agency  to  buy  cotton ; 
and  if  the  agent,  holding  himself  out  as  the  general  agent,  purchase 
there  under  his  power,  he  may  bind  his  principal  in  violation  of  spe- 
cial instructions  not  communicated  to  his  vendors,  and  of  which  they 
had  neither  knowledge  nor  reason  to  suspect  the  existence.  Butler  v. 
Maples,  766. 

APPEAL.    See  Practice,  1,  7,  11-14,  18,  19;  Cowri  of  Oaims,  4. 
Where  an  act  of  Congress  gives,  as  part  of  the  general  system  of  organ- 
ization of  a  court,  an  appeal  from  any  final  judgment  or  decree  which 
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may  thereafter  be  rendered  by  it,  an  appeal  liee  from  a  judgment  ren- 
dered under  an  act  which  giyee  the  court  jurisdiction  to  pass,  in  the 
usual  way,  and  not  by  any  special  proceedings,  upon  a  class  of  cases 
additional  to  those  of  which  it  already  had  jurisdiction,  even  though 
nothing  be  said  in  such  act  about  an  appeal.    Ex  parte  ZeUner,  244. 

APPOINTMENT.    Bee  Feme  Ootfert, 

APPUBTENANCB. 

A  right  not  connected  with  the  enjoyment  or  use  of  a  parcel  of  land  can- 
not be  annexed  as  an  incident  to  that  land  so  as  to  become  appurte- 
nant to  it.     Linthieum  v.  Ray^  241. 

ABBITBATION  AND  AWABD.    See  Pleading,  8,  9. 

1.  A  submission  to  two  arbitrators  named,  and  **an  umpire  if  needful," 

is  an  authority  to  the  arbitrators  to  appoint  the  umpire.  Smith  v. 
Morse,  76. 

2.  A  submission  to  arbitration  implies  an  agreement  to  submit  to  the 

award.     /&. 

ABMT  OFPICEBS. 

Under  the  Act  of  July  18th,  1866,  amendatory  of  the  4th  section  of  the 
«  Act  of  March  8d,  1866,  an  ofScer  in  the  regular  army,  who  during 
the  rebellion  accepted  a  commission  of  colonel  of  volunteers,  is  not 
entitled  to  the  three  months'  pay  given  by  those  acts  to  ofScers  of  that 
grade  on  being  honorably  discharged  under  the  terms  of  the  act  from 
*' military  service;"  he  resuming  his  duty  and  rank  in  the  regular 
army,  and  being  still  in  the  said  service.    United  States  v.  Merrill,  614. 

ASSISTANT  QUABTEBMASTEB.    See  War  Department 

AVEBAOE. 

1.  Where  a  ship  has  sustained  injuries,  owing  to  a  voluntary  stranding, 

and  undergone  repairs,  her  contributory  value,  in  general  average,  is 
her  worth  before  such  repairs  were  made.  In  the  absence  of  other 
proof  on  this  point,  her  value  in  the  policy  of  insurance  at  the  port 
of  departure  is  competent  evidence ;  just  deduction  being  made  for 
deterioration.    Star  of  Hope,  208. 

2.  Sacrifices  of  part  of  the  cargo  necessarily  made  to  raise  means  to  prose- 

cute a  voyage  from  a  distant  port,  are  the  subject  of  general  aver- 
age. 76. 
8.  The  expenses  of  an  e^r  parte  adjustment  made  by  charterers  at  the  port 
of  delivery  are  not  chargeable  in  admiralty  on  the  ship  or  freight, 
unless  the  results  were  adopted  and  used  in  the  court  below  by  the 
commissioner  who  stated  the  adjustment  made  under  order  of  the 
court.    Jh, 

BANEBIJPT.    See  Practice,  21. 

BABOES. 

The  special  obligation  of  the  owners  of,  on  onr  Western  rivers,  to  keep 
them  strong,  in  reference  to  the  new  modes  of  carrying  grain, — that 
IB  to  say,  of  carrying  it  in  bulk  instead  of  in  sacks,  a  consequence  of 
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the  use  of  elevators, — ^this  set  torHi  and  explained.  The  Ncrthem 
BeUe,  526. 

BILL  OF  EXCBPTION.    See  Praeiiee,  16  (6,  c,  rf). 

BOTTOMRY. 
To  support  hypothecation  by,  what  evidence  of  necessity  required.     J%€ 
Orape$hotj  180. 

BOUNTY.    See  Army  Offlcers. 
The  8d  section  of  the  act  of  August  6th,  1861,  and  the  Ist  and  5th  sections 
of  the  act  of  July  2d,  1861,  construed  in  reference  to  one  class  of 
privates  "  honorably  discharged."     United  SUlUb  v.  Hasmer^  432. 

CALIFORNIA. 

1.  The  Commissioner  of  the  Land  Office  cannot  grant  a  patent  under  the 

7th  section  of  the  act  of  July  28d,  1866,  **to  quiet  land  titles  in," 
unless  the  purchaser  bring  himself  by  affirmative  proofs  within  the 
terms  of  the  section.     The  Secretary  v.  McOarrahan^  298. 

2.  The  Board  created  under  the  act  of  March  8d,  1851,  *<  to  ascertain  and 

settle  private  land  claims  in,"  had  Jurisdiction  of  a  claim  made  under 
a  grant  of  a  lot  by  a  Mexican  governor  within  the  limits  of  the  pueblo 
of  San  Francisco ;  and  such  claim  was  not  required  to  be  presented  in 
the  name  of  the  corporate  authorities  of  the  city.  Lynch  v.  Bemal^  815. 
8.  The  meaning  of  the  8th  and  14th  sections  of  the  last-named  act  ex- 
plained.    76. 

4.  The  adjudications  of  the  Board  on  claims  within  Its  Jurisdiction,  can- 

not be  collaterally  assailed  for  error  or  irregularity ;  and  this  position 
is  not  affected  by  the  act  of  March  8d,  1851.    76. 

5.  The  titles  granted  under  the  Van  Ness  ordinance  while  the  claim  of 

the  city  to  the  land  was  pending,  were  subject  to  the  final  decision  on 
the  claim.    lb, 

6.  The  exception  made  in  the  final  decree  of  confirmation  to  the  city  of 

San  Francisco  was  not  limited  to  parcels  of  land  claimed  under  per- 
fect grants.     lb, 

7.  Under  the  11th  section  of  the  above-mentioned  act  of  March  8d,  1851, 

the  District  Court  possesses  the  power  to  open  an  appeal  from  the 
Board  of  Land  Commissioners,  tot  the  purpose  of  hearing  newly- 
discovered  evidence  upon  the  title  of  the  claimant.  United  States  v« 
Roeha,  689. 

8.  In  determining  the  effect  of  a  Judgment  in  ejectment  in  California,  the 

same  principles  are  applicable  as  in  determining  the  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment in  any  other  common  law  action.     Merryman  v.  Bcume,  592. 

9.  The  Van  Ness  ordinance,  effect  of.    The  act  of  July  1st,  1864,  was  a 

confirmation  of  the  title  held  under  that  ordinance,  and  took  effect 
by  relation.     Jb, 

10.  Alcalde  of  San  Francisco  had  authority  to  make  grants  of  pueblo 

lands,  subject  to  certain  authorities.    76. 

11.  A  decree  of  one  of  the  Spanish  governors,  that  all  the  places  ceded  for 

ranches  within  a  particular  Jurisdiction  should  remain  as  provisional 
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grants  until  the  egidos  (common  lands)  were  set  off,  oonstraed  and 
determined.     Uniied  Statn  v.  Bo^m,  640. 

CAPTAIN.    &Wi  Master. 

CAPTUBS.    See  Abandoned  and  Captnared  Property  Aet^  6. 

CAPTUBED  AND  ABANDONED  PBOPEBTY  ACT.    Set^  Abandoned 
and  Captured  Property  Act 

CHABTEB-PARTY. 
Performance  of  a  contract  of,  the  same  being  absolute  in  its  terms  and 
without  provision  for  any  contingency,  to  proceed  to  a  distant  port 
specifled,  made  during  a  war  and  for  the  obvious  purpose  of  furnish- 
ing articles  to  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  not  dispensed  with  by  the  fact, 
learned  in  the  course  of  the  voyage,  that  the  whole  purpose  of  the 
voyage  was  defeated  by  the  changed  condition  of  military  operations. 
The  Harriman^  161. 

CHICAGO. 

Ordinance  of  May  28d,  1860,  granting  the  North  Chicago  City  Bailway 
Company  the 'right  to  construct  a  railway,  construed  as  to  its  extent 
in  obliging  the  company  to  keep  the  streets  in  a  certain  state.  Chieago 
V.  Sheldon,  60. 

COLLISION.    See  Admiralty,  4-10. 

COMITY,  JUDICIAL.    See  CkmetUuHonal  Lato,  1,  6,  6. 
The  decision  of  the  highest  court  of  a  State,  that  an  act  of  the  State  is 
not  in  conflict  with  a  provision  of  its  constitution,  is  ooncluslve  upon 
ibis  court     Out  ▼.  The  State^  86. 

COMMEBCIAL  LAW.    See  Average;   Charter- Party;  Insurance;  Jetii- 
eon;  Master,  1,  2,  4;  Stranding. 

1.  Where  a  master  has  neither  money  nor  credit  and  cannot  communicate 

with  his  owners,  he  may  sell  part  of  his  cargo  if  he  cannot  make 
necessary  repairs  and  prosecute  his  voyage  except  by  doing  so.  Star 
of  Hope,  208. 

2.  Obligations  of  the  master  of  a  ship  to  get  cargo  forward  when  his  ship 

is  disabled  in  the  course  of  her  voyage,  stated.  The  Maggie  Hammond, 
486. 

COMMON  CABBIERS.    See  Bargee;  Commercial  Law;  Master,  I,  4. 

«<  CONFBDEBATE  STATES  OF  AMEBICA,"  THE.    See  RebeUUm, 

CONFISCATION.    See  Rebellion,  7-10,  18. 

CONFLICT  OF  JURISDICTION.    See  Cbmlfy,  JtsOeM;  CkmsUMiofUd 
Lawt  7 ;  Lex  Bsi  Situs, 

FSDKSAL  AND  STATS  COURTS. 

Injunction  from  State  courts  cannot  control  mandamus  from  Federal 
courts  to  State  oflicers  to  carry  out  the  decrees  of  the  latter  courts. 
The  Mayor  v.  Lord,  409. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL   LAW.     See  Comity,  Judicial:  hUenud  JKMmif  ; 
Naiumal  Banks, 

1.  A  decree  in  divorcei  valid  and  effectual  by  the  laws  of  the  State  in 

which  it  was  obtained,  is  yalid  and  effectual  in  all  other  States.  Cheeper 
Y.  WiUtm,  108. 

2.  The  President  had  power  as  commander-in-ehief  daring  the  late  rebel- 

lion, to  establish  ProTisional  Courts,  within  the  portions  of  the  in<* 
surgent  territory  occupied  by  the  National  forces,  for  adjudicating 
causes  arising  under  the  laws  of  the  State  or  of  the  United  States  ; 
and  on  the  close  of  the  war,  and  consequent  dissolution  of  the  court. 
Congress  had  power  to  transfer  to  the  Circuit  Court,  Judgments, 
orders,  and  decrees  made  by  it,  and  which,  under  ordinary  circum- 
stances, would  have  been  proper  for  its  jurisdiction,  and  to  give  to 
them  the  quality  of  decrees  of  the  said  Circuit  Court.  7^  Qrape- 
8hot,  129. 

8.  A  law  changing  the  place  of  trial  of  an  offence  after  its  commission, 
is  not  an  ex  post  Jaeto  law.     Qui  ▼.  The  StaU,  86. 

4.  The  obligation  of  a  contract,  valid  at  the  time  of  making  by  the  laws 
of  the  State,  or  by  judicial  decision  upon  the  laws,  cannot  be  impaired 
by  any  decision  of  the  courts  of  the  State  subsequently  made.  Chica^ 
V.  SheUUm^&d'y  The  diy  v.  Lameon^  478. 

6.  The  provision  in  the  7th  amendment  of  the  Constitution,  declaring 
that  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury  shall  be  otherwise  re-examined  in  any 
court  of  the  United  States  than  according  to  the  rules  of  the  common 
law,  applies  to  the  facts  tried  by  a  jury  in  a  cause  in  a  State  court. 
The  Justieee  v.  Murray,  274. 

6.  So  much  of  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  March  8d,  1868,  relating  to 

habeas  corpus,  &c.,  as  provides  for  the  removal  of  a  judgment  in  a 
State  court,  and  in  which  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  to  the  Federal 
court  for  a  retrial  on  the  facts  and  law,  is  unconstitutional.    76. 

7.  The  doctrine  which  exempts  the  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  gov- 

ernment from  the  influence  of  State  legislation,  is  limited  by  the 
principle  that  State  legislation  which  does  not  impair  the  usefulness 
or  capability  of  such  instruments  to  serve  that  government,  is  not 
within  the  rule  of  prohibition.  Kaitomal  Bank  v.  ComrmmweaUh^  868 ; 
Thomson  v.  Pacific  Railroad,  679. 

CONTRACT.    See  Charter- Par iy ;  Equify,  1-4;  Notice  to  Qwt<. 

1.  How  far  acceptance  of  work  done  not  according  to  the  terms  of  a  con- 

tract amounts  to  waiver  of  right  to  insist  on  performance  according 
to  terms ;  and  what  amounts  to  acceptance.    Swmn  v.  SemmemSf  264. 

2.  Where  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  fails  to  comply  with  the  contract 

under  which  he  obtained  possession,  the  vendor  may  treat  the  contract 
as  rescinded,  and  regain  the  possession  by  ejectment.  Burnett  v.  CaU^ 
weU,290. 

8.  Where  doubt  exists  as  to  the  construction  of  an  instrument  prepared 

by  one  party,  upon  the  faith  of  which  the  other  party  has  incurred 
obligations  or  parted  with  his  property,  that  construction  should  be 
adopted  which  will  be  favorable  to  the  latter.  The  principle  applied. 
Noonan  v.  Bradley,  896. 
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CONTRACT  (eonHnued). 
4.  A  peculiar  one,  giving  a  lien  on  drafts  to  be  drawn  by  the  government 
for  articles  to  be  delivered  to  it,  construed  ander  special  facts  subse- 
quently arising.    Bank  of  Washinffion  v.  Nock^  878. 

COUPONS.     See  Pleading,  6. 

1.  Suit  may  be  brought  on,  by  owner,  when  detached  from  the  bond  to 

which  they  once  belonged,  and  though  the  owner  of  the  coupon  be  no 
longer  owner  of  the  bond.     The  (My  v.  Lam9on,  478. 

2.  Are  not  barred,  though  cut  from  it,  by  a  less  time  than  would  bar  the 

bond  to  which  they  belonged.    lb, 

COUBT  AND  JURY. 
Their  respective  provinces  when  any  evidence  is  submitted  tending  to 
prove  issue.    See  Jury. 

COUBT  OF  CLAIMS.    See  Abandoned  and  Captured  Property  Aei,  1-8. 

1.  The  term  **  appropriation  "  in  the  act  of  July  4,  1864,  relating  to  the, 

includes  all  taking  and  use  of  property  by  the  army  and  navy  in  the 
course  of  the  rebellion  not  authorized  by  contract  with  the  govern- 
ment.    Filor  V.  United  Staiee,  45. 

2.  Has  no  jurisdiction  of  claims  founded  upon  equitable  considerations 

merely.    Banner  v.  United  Siatee,  156. 

8.  Proper  mode  of  having  that  court  supply  supposed  defects  in  its  con- 
clusions deducible  from  the  evidence  before  it,  stated.  United  States 
V.  Adams,  661. 

4.  The  mere  making  and  pendency  of  a  motion  in,  for  a  new  trial,  under 
the  act  of  June  25th,  1868,  §  2,  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  dismissal 
of  an  appeal  taken  to  this  court  prior  to  the  making  of  such  motion. 
But  the  granting  of  such  motion,  and  the  order  for  a  new  trial,  vacating 
as  it  does  the  judgment  appealed  from,  is.     United  States  v.  Ayres,  608. 

CUSTOM  DUTIBS.    See  Eoidenee,  8. 

DANGBRS  OF  THE  NAVIGATION.    See  JeUison. 

DECBEE  OF  DISTRIBUTION.    See  Practice,  81. 

DEED.    See  Infant;  Principal  and  Agent, 
Where  a  person  has  bought  land  and  paid  for  it,  the  deed  subsequently 
made  in  consequence  does  not  confer  a  new  title  on  him ;  but  confirms 
the  right  which  he  had  acquired  before  the  deed  was  made.    Irwne  v. 
Irvine,  617. 

DEPABTMENTS.    ^^  Mandamus,  1,2. 

DISTBICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

Old  statutes  of  Maryland  on  the  subject  of  judgments  against  the  admin- 
istrators of  a  decedent,  and  proceedings  to  bind  the  decedent's  realty 
under  them  construed ;  and  the  independence  of  the  heir  from  judg- 
ments against  the  administrator  set  forth.    Ingle  ▼.  Janes,  486. 

DITOBCB.    See  Domicile;  Pleading,  5;  Subrogation, 
A  decree  in,  giving  a  husband  one-third  of  his  wife's  rents,  these  being  at 
the  time  of  the  decree  subject  to  a  paramount  right  of  dower  in  her 
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DIVORCE  (eontinued). 

mother,  does  Dot  carry  a  third  of  the  third  got  by  the  wife  on  the 
mother's  death  and  consequent  falling  in  of  her  dower.  Cheever  ▼. 
WiUon,  109. 

DOMICILE. 
A  wife  may  acquire  a  domicile  different  f^om  her  husband's  whenever  it  is 
proper  that  she  should  have  such  a  domicile,  and  on  such  a  domicile,  if 
the  case  otherwise  allow  it,  may  institute  proceedings  for  divorce, 
though  it  be  neither  her  husband's  domicile  nor  have  been  the  domicile 
of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  or  of  the  offence.    lb, 

EQUITY.    See  (hurt  of  Clainu,  2;  Estoppel;  Marriage  Settiemeni;  Proc- 
<te0,  28— 88;  Tnietee, 

1.  Protects  and  will  direct  performance  of  a  parol  gift  of  land  accompa- 

nied by  possesion,  and  where  the  donee  has  made  valuable  improve- 
ments. The  principle  applied  to  an  antenuptial  promise  by  a  father 
to  give  a  lady  about  to  marry  his  son,  a  lot  of  ground.  Neale  v. 
Nealee,  1. 

2.  Will  not  allow  the  statute  of  fhiuds  to  be  set  up  where  the  contract 

has  been  largely  performed  on  both  sides.    Suxtin  v.  Seamen»f  264. 
8.  Has  always  jurisdiction  of  fraud,  misrepresentation,  and  concealment, 
and  this  does  not  depend  on  discovery.    Jones  v.  Bolle$f  864. 

4.  Has  jurisdiction  of  cases  where  an  agreement  which  it  would  be  a  fraud 

to  keep  on  foot,  is  perpetual  in  its  nature,  and  where  its  cancellation 
is  the  only  effectual  relief  against  it.    Jb. 

5.  What  is  a  sufficient  interest  in  a  complainant  to  sustain  such  a  bill.   lb. 

6.  How  far  a  party  may  exercise  legal  rights  after  by  his  seeing  and 

silence  the  other  side  have  been  encouraged  to  lay  out  money.  Swain 
V.  SeamenSf  264 ;  Irvine  v.  Irvine,  618. 

7.  Has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  proceeding  to  vacate  the  extension  of  a  patent, 

of  which  the  extension  has  expired  before  the  proceeding  was  begun. 
Bourne  v.  Goodyear,  811. 

ESTOPPEL.     See  Equity,  1,  2,  6. 

1.  When  one  makes  a  deed  of  land  covenanting  that  he  is  the  owner,  and 

subsequently  acquires  an  outstanding  and  adverse  title,  his  new  acqui- 
sition enures  to  the  grantee  on  the  principle  of.    Irvine  v.  Irvme,  617. 

2.  A  widow  held  not  estopped  from  a  claim  on  her  husband's  estate  for 

the  proceeds  of  her  separate  estate,  by  her  being  a  formal  party  to  a 
compromise  between  heirs  at  law  and  residuary  legatees,  by  which  the 
former  received  a  sum  of  money  and  the  latter  the  residue  of  the 
estate  after  settlement  of  it ;  she  having  done  nothing  to  conceal  her 
claim.     Walker  v.  Walker,  748. 

EVICTION.    See  Threat  of  SuiL 

EVIDENCE.    See  Abandoned  and  Captured  Property  Aet^  2 ;  AdmiraUy,  10 ; 
PatenU,  18;  Practice,  8,  16,  24;  Mieeouri,  1. 

1.  In  ejectment,  where  the  plaintiff's  title  is  that  of  a  voluntary  pur- 
chaser under  an  execution  void  because  the  lien  of  the  judgment  had 
expired,  and  the  defendant's  that  of  a  bonA  fide  purchaser  from  the 
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debtor  during  the  continuance  of  the  lien,  it  is  not  competent  for  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  defendant  promised  the  creditor,  under 
whose  execution  the  land  was  sold,  to  pay  the  judgment,  and  that  he 
did  not  do  so ;  in  consequence  of  which  the  lien  was  suffered  to  ex- 
pire. The  fact,  if  proved,  would  not  extend  the  lien  of  the  judgment. 
Norria  v.  Jackson^  126. 

2.  The  act  of  July  2d,  1864,  enacting  that  in  courU  of  the  United  States, 
there  shall  be  no  exclusion  of  any  witness  in  civil  actions,  "  because 
he  is  a  party  to  or  interested  in  the  issue  tried ;"  and  the  act  of  March 
8d,  1865,  making  certain  exceptions  to  the  rule,  apply  to  civil  actions 
in  which  the  United  States  are  a  party.     Oreen  v.  United  States^  665. 

8.  Whether  certain  imported  goods  were  similar  to  certain  other  goods 
described  in  the  revenue  law,  for  the  purposes  of  customs  duties,  is  a 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact,  and  cannot,  by  the  mere  charge  of 
the  court,  be  wholly  withdrawn  from  the  jury.  Barney  v.  Sehmeider, 
249. 

4.  Evidence  may  be  given  by  a  treasury  agent  of  the  contents  of  a  permit 

to  buy  cotton ;  the  permit  not  being  produced  by  the  other  side  on 
call.    BuUer  v.  Maples,  766. 

5.  In  a  suit  against  an  insurance  company  for  the  value  of  goods  lost  in 

the  burning  of  a  store,  books  whose  correctness  as  showing  the  amount 
and  value  of  the  goods  is  testified  to  by  the  person  proving  them,  are, 
m  eonneUion  with  his  iestinwny,  competent  evidence  to  show  such 
value.     Insurance  Chmpany  v.  Weide^  677. 

6.  An  abstract  made  from  papers  burnt,  if  these  are  shown  to  present  cor- 

rect values,  is  good  as  secondary  evidence,    lb. 

7.  Where  a  party  had  contracted  for  a  thing  in  a  manufactured  state,  and 

refused  to  take  it,  evidence  may  be  given  that  material  had  been  so 
far  prepared  to  manufacture  the  thing  contracted  for  as  that  it  was 
injured  for  anything  else ;  and  that  there  was  no  sale  in  the  market 
for  the  thing  contracted  for  and  refused.     Chicago  v.  Qreevy  726. 

8.  An  admission  by  the  agent  of  a  city,  authorised  to  contract  for  a  thing 

for  the  city's  use,  that  he  thought  the  city  liable,  to  a  certain  extent, 
for  a  thing  which  was  furnished  to  it  in  professed  discharge  of  a  con- 
tract, because  the  city  had  used  the  thing ^  may  go  to  the  jury  as  an  ad- 
mission of  the  fact  of  use,  in  suit  on  the  contract  against  the  city  by 
the  party  furnishing  the  thing,  and  where  the  city  sets  up  as  a  dc» 
fence  that  the  thing  furnished  was  not  the  thing  agreed  to  be  fur- 
nished,   lb, 

9.  A  person  having  had  sufScient  experience  to  be  an  expert  in  testing  the 

strength  of  hose,  may  on  such  a  suit,  state  that  a  particular  test  applied 
sxpartSj  was  not  a  fair  one.     lb, 

10.  At  what  rates  other  persons  offered  or  undertook  at  another  time  to 

make  a  particular  thing  for  a  defendant,  is  not  evidence  in  a  suit  by  a 
plaintiff  on  the  defendant's  contract  to  pay  him  a  greater  sum  if  he 
would  make  the  same  thing,  at  the  time  contracted  for.    lb. 

11.  The  testimony  of  a  person,  not  an  expert,  that  fire-hose  of  a  peculiar 

size  which  the  city  had  contracted  for,  would  **  not  answer  the  city's 
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purpose,"  is  inadmissible  on  a  suit  by  the  manufacturer  against  the  ci^ 
for  the  contract  price.     Chicago  ▼.  Oreer,  726. 

EXSCUTOB.    See  Administrator  j  Powers;  Practice^  26. 

EX  POST  FACTO  LAW.    See  QmaiiiuHonal  Law,  8. 

FALSE  EETURN. 

Where  a  writ  of  monition  Issued  upon  a  libel  of  information,  filed  bj 
the  United  States  against  a  promissory  note,  commanded  the  marshal 
' '  to  attach  the  note,  and  to  detain  the  same  in  his  custody  until  the  further 
order  of  the  court  respecting  the  same;**  and  the  marshal  returned  that 
he  had  "  arrested  the  property  within  mentioned;**  Held,  in  an  action 
against  him  for  a  false  return,  1st,  that  service  of  the  writ  required 
him  to  take  the  note  into  his  actual  custody  and  control ;  and  2d,  that 
the  return  signified  that  he  had  actually  done  so.    PeHham  v.  Bose^  108. 

FEME  COVERT.    S^^  Divorce;  DomieUe;  Husband  and  Wife. 
A  married  woman  has  the  same  power  as  Skftme  sole  to  pledge  rents  settled 
in  trust  for  her  to  receive,  take  and  enjoy  them  to  her  sole  and  exclu- 
sive use  and  benefit.     Cheever  v.  WUson,  108. 

FOREIGN  ADMINISTRATOR.    See  Pleading,  2,  8,  7 ;  Practice,  26. 

1.  Cannot  prosecute  a  suit  in  another  State,  without  first  obtaining  letters 

there.    Noonan  y.  Bradley,  894. 

2.  But  a  voluntary  payment  of  a  debt  to  one  held  good  as  against  the  claim 

of  an  administrator  duly  appointed  at  the  domicile  of  the  debtor,  in 
which  last  place  the  debt  was  paid ;  there  having  been  no  creditors 
of  th^  intestate  in  this  last  place,  nor  any  persons  there  entitled  as  dis- 
tributees.    WUkins  V.  EUett,  Administrator,  740. 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 
A  judgment  recovered  in  England,  against  a  person  in  the  United  States, 
without  any  notice  of  the  suit  other  than  a  personal  one  served  on  him 
in  this  country,  is  null.    BischoffY.  Wethered,  812. 

FBAUDS,  STATUTE  OF.    See  Equity,  1,  2. 

GBNEBAL  AVERAGE.    See  Average. 

GOVERNMENT  CONTRACTS.    See  Lien,  8;  War  Department 

GOVERNMENT  PAPERS. 
Proper  mode  of  proving.    Barney  v.  Schmeider,  249. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.    See  Divorce;  Feme  Covert;  Marriage  SettUmmt; 
Pleading,  5 ;  Suhrogation. 

1.  Covenants  for  wife's  separate  maintenance,  through  trustees,  valid ;  and 

not  the  less  so  because  containing  a  provision  looking  to  reunion. 
Walker  v.  Walker,  748. 

2.  Husband  may  be  chargeable  as  trustee  for  his  wife  for  her  separate  in- 

come received  by  him  for  investment  and  not  invested.    /6. 

ILLINOIS. 
The  statute  of  March  1, 1847,  and  those  previous  thereto,  relating  to  the 
late  Bank  of,  construed.    McOoon  v.  Scales,  28. 
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INFANT. 
His  deed  of  lands,  voidable  only,  and  while  not  generally  ratified  by  mere 
acquiescence  may  be  ratified  by  any  act  showing  clear  intent  to  af- 
firm.    Irvine  ▼.  Irvine,  617. 

INSURANCE. 
Holding  a  vessel  for  an  unreasonable  time  to  make  repairs,  is  a  constrac- 
tive  acceptance  of  an  abandonment,  even  though  this  have  been  un- 
warrantably made.     Oopelin  v.  Ineuranee  Company,  461. 

INTEREST. 

The  estate  of  a  husband  who  had  maltreated  his  wife  charged,  through  a 
series  of  years,  with,  compounded  annually,  of  moneys  settled  to  her 
separate  use,  of  which  he  had  received  the  interest  under  a  promise, 
not  performed,  to  invest.     WeUker  v.  Walker,  748. 

INTERNAL  REVENUE. 
The  Internal  Revenue  Act  of  March  2,  1867,  which  makes  it  a  misde- 
meanor, punishable  by  fine  and  Imprisonment,  to  sell,  &c.,  illumin- 
ating oil  made  of  petroleum,  inflammable  at  less  than  a  certain  tem- 
perature, is  a  police  regulation,  and  accordingly  can  have  no  operation 
within  State  limits.     United  States  v.  Dewitt,  41. 

INTERPRETATION. 
General  principle  of,  in  construing  ambiguous  instruments.  See  Contract,  8. 

IOWA. 
The  proviso  in  the  act  of  May  15th,  1866,  for  aid  in  the  construction  of 
railroads  in  the  State  of  Iowa,  excludes  the  lands  granted  to  that  State, 
among  others,  by  the  act  of  September  28th,  1860,  known  as  <<the 
swamp-land  grant."  Railroad  Company  v.  Fremont  County,  89 ;  Railr 
road  Company  v.  Smith,  96. 

JETTISON. 

A  loss  of  a  part  of  the  cargo  by,  resorted  to  in  order  to  lighten  the  boat 
after  she  had  run  aground  in  consequence  of  violating  a  dictate  of 
prudence,  is  not  a  loss  *'by  dangers  of  the  navigation''  within  the 
meaning  of  a  bill  of  lading  having  an  exception  in  those  terms.  The 
Portsmouth,  682.  * 

JUDGMENT.    See  Affirmance;  Divorce;  Comity,  Judicial;  Qmeiiiuiional 
Law,  1,  6;  Foreign  Judgment. 

1.  If  the  court  rendering  the  Judgment  had  jurisdiction,  and  the  officer 

who  sold  had  authority  to  sell,  the  sale,  if  made  to  one  not  a  party  to 
the  suit,  will  not  be  void  by  reason  of  errors  in  the  Judgment  or 
irregularities  in  the  officer's  proceedings,  which  do  not  reach  the 
Jurisdiction  of  the  one  or  the  authority  of  the  other.  It  will  be 
valid,  though  the  Judgment  may  afterwards  be  reversed.  MeOoon  v. 
Scales,  28. 

2.  A  divorce  decreeing  husband  one-third  of  his  wife's  rents  operates  on 

the  state  of  things  existing  at  its  date.    Cheever  v.  WHeon,  109. 

JURISDICTION.    See  Court  of  Claims,  2;  Foreign  Judgment;  Praetiee^ 
1-16. 
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JUBISDIGTION  (eonHnued). 

I.  Of  thb  Suprxmx  Coubt  ow  thb  Ukitbd  Statbs. 

(a)  It  HASjurisdictioii. 

1.  Under  the  26th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  where  the  State  court  in 

which  a  judgment  in  a  suit  is  given  is  the  highest  court  of  law  or 
equity  in  the  State  in  which  a  decision  in  that  suit  could  be  had, 
although  that  court  may  not  be  actually  the  highest  court  of  law  or 
equity  in  the  State.    Downham  v.  Alexandria,  669. 
(6)  It  has  NOT  jurisdiction. 

2.  Of  a  cause  transferred  here  from  the  Circuit  Court  only  by  consent  of 

parties.    The  Noneeuchf  604. 

8.  Nor  of  a  case  upon  documents  not  in  the  cause  below  filed  here  by  con- 
sent as  if  returned  under  a  writ  of  diminution.  Hoe  et  al,  ▼.  Wilaon^ 
601. 

4.  Nor  where  a  party  claims  below  wholly  in  virtue  of  the  laws  of  a  State, 
and  the  highest  court  of  a  State  decides  that  under  these  laws  the 
claimant  has  no  case.    Worthy  v.  The  Oommieeumere^  611. 

6.  Nor  of  a  cause  where,  during  the  pendency  of  the  same,. a  statute  from 
which  the  jurisdiction  was  derived  is  repealed.  Asaeeeors  v.  Osftome, 
667. 

6.  Nor  (under  the  26th  section)  of  a  cause  where  the  issue  turns  solely  on 

the  personal  identity  of  an  individual,  even  though  the  parties  claimed 
under  the  Federal  government.    Carpenter  v.  WiUiame^  786. 

II.  Of  thb  Cibcuit  Courts  of  thb  Unitbo  Statks. 

7.  They  have  jurisdiction  of  cases  transferred  to  them  from  State  courta, 

under  the  12th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  though  the  plaintiflTs 
maY  claim  as  assignees  of  parties  who,  owing  to  the  restriction  of  the 
11th  section,  would  not  themselves  be  capable  of  suing  there.  BueK- 
nell  v.  Kennedy,  887. 

8.  The  jurisdiction  of  suits  between  citizens  of  the  same  State,  in  internal 

revenue  cases,  conferred  by  the  act  of  March  2d,  1838,  *'  further  to 
provide  for  the  collection  of  duties  on  imports,"  and  the  act  of  June 
80th,  1864,  *<  to  provide  internal  revenue,"  &o.,  was  taken  away  by 
the  act  of  July  18th,  1866,  <<  to  reduce  internal  taxation,"  Ac.  Horn- 
ihaU  V.  The  OoUeetar,  660;  The  Asaeeaore  v.  Oebomee,  667. 

JURY.    See  EoUUnee,  8;  Patent,  1. 

1.  Questions  mixed  of  fact  and  law  cannot  be  withdrawn  wholly  from 

them.    Barney  v.  Sehmeider,  248. 

2.  Where  there  is  any  evidence  (ending  to  prove  the  issue  on  either  side, 

be  the  evidence  weak  or  strong,  it  is  error  not  to  submit  it  to  them. 
Hickman  v.  Jones,  197 ;  Barney  v.  Sehmeider,  248. 

KENTUCKY. 

Its  act  taxing  shares  in  the  National  banks,  and  collecting  the  tax  f^om 
the  bank  itself,  held  valid.    Naiional  Bank  v.  Oommonwealth,  868. 

LACHES.    See  Practice,  88. 

LEX  £EI  SITUS. 
The  law  of  the  State  in  which  land  is  situated  governs  its  transfer,  and 
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LEX  BSI  SITUS  (eontmued). 

the  effect  and  construction  of  deeds  conyeying  it.  This  principle  ap- 
plied to  the  statutes  of  Wisconsin  subjecting  lands  of  the  late  Bank 
of  Illinois,  in  Wisconsin,  to  the  proceedings  of  creditors.  McOoon  v. 
Sealea,  28. 

LIEN.    See  Admiraliy^  1-9, 

1.  The  fact  that  the  owner  of  a' vessel  gave  acceptances  for  the  amount 

charged  for  repairs,  held  not  to  affect  a  lien  in  admiralty  otherwise 
existing,  the  acceptor  having  been  insolvent  and  unworthy  of  credit, 
and  the  credit  having  in  fact  been  given  to  the  boat.    The  Cha/j  758. 

2.  A  contract  of  affreightment  and  consequent  maritime  lien  against  a 

vessel,  cannot  be  implied  unless  there  be  some  kind  of  agreement  to 
carry  the  goods  made  by  parties  in  some  way,  express  or  implied, 
authorized  to  act  for  the  owner  of  the  vessel.  The  Keokuk,  617. 
8.  An  agreement  that  advances  by  a  bank  shall  be  a  lien  on  drafts  to  be 
given  by  the  government  for  articles  to  be  furnished  to  it,  does  not 
give  a  lien  on  Ia  judgment  against  the  government  for  violation  of  its 
contract;  all  drafts  drawn  by  it  having  been  paid.  Bank  of  PKosAtn^- 
ion  V.  Nock,  873. 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF.    See  Chupona,  2;  Rebellion,  6. 

LOUISIANA.    See  Practiee,  17. 

1.  The  Provisional  Court  of,  established  by  the  President's  proclamation 

of  October  20th,  1862,  was  constitutional.    The  Orapeshot,  129. 

2.  The  mortgage  implied  by  the  general  law  of,  from  a  father  when  guar- 

dian of  his  minor  children,  in  their  favor,  does  not  make  such  a  con- 
tract between  the  father  and  the  children  as  that  the  legislature  may 
not,  by  special  statute,  providing  for  proper  reinvestment,  authorize 
the  father  to  sell  his  property  divested  of  the  mortgage.  Lobrano  v. 
NeUigan,  296. 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  Judgment  in,  against  an  officer,  as  if  yet  in  office,  ordering  the  perform- 

ance of  an  official  duty,  when  in  fact  he  had  gone  out  after  service 
of  the  writ,  and  before  the  judgment,  is  void,  and  cannot  be  executed 
against  his  successor.     The  Seereiary  v.  MeOarrahany  298. 

2.  Cannot  be  sustained  to  compel  either  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  issue  a  patent  in  cases 
where  the  exercise  of  judgment  and  discretion  is  necessary.  lb, ;  Litch- 
field V.  Register  and  Receiver,  676. 

8.  Is  rightly  enough  directed  to  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  a  <3ity ,  if  they 
constitute  the  city  council  and   have  the  government  of  the  city, 

though  the  city  be  incorporated  as  '*  the  city  of .''  Mayor  v.  Lord, 

409. 

4.  It  is  no  defence  to  application  for,  to  compel  levy  of  a  tax  to  pay  judg- 
ment at  law  on  city  bonds,  that  the  bonds  were  irregularly  issued.  2b, 

6.  What  amounts  to  a  traverse  to  a  recital  in  an  alternative.     lb. 

6.  The  duty  of  the  inferior  court  receiving  one,  is  to  give  effect  to  it  in 
the  fullest  and  most  complete  manner  practicable.  The  principle 
illustrated  by  application  to  facts.    Ex  parte  Morris  and  Johnson,  606. 
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HABRIAGE  SETTLEMENT.    See  Equitjf,  1. 

1.  In  case  of  anteDuptial  promises  by  a  father  to  settle,  on  marriage, 

equity  requires  only  reasonable  certainty  as  to  fkust  and  terms  of  the 
promise.    NeaU  v.  Neale9y  1. 

2.  Promises  to  settle  in  consideration  of  marriage,  are,  if  practicable,  to  be 

specifically  carried  out  rather  than  compensated  for  by  damages.   76. 

MASTER. 

1.  Of  vessel,  his  obligations  stated  as  to  carrying  or  getting  forward  his 

cargo  when  his  vessel  is  disabled  in  the  course  of  its  voyage.  The 
Maggie  Hamnumd,  436 ;  77ie  P&rtsmouth^  682. 

2.  His  right  to  sell  part  of  the  cargo  in  such  a  case,  and  when  without 

either  money  or  credit.    Star  of  Hope,  208. 

8.  Wages  of  one,  on  the  Mississippi  River,  fixed  under  particular  circum- 
stances at  $900  a  month.    Mephama  v.  BicMel,  870. 

4.  Not  held  liable  for  bad  stowage,  he  not  having  been  to  blame.    76. 

MEADE,  Mb.  R.  W. 
The  case  of  his  claims  against  the  United  States  under  the  Spanish  treaty 
of  February  22d,  1819,  considered.    Meade  v.  Uniled  Statee,  691. 

MISSOURI.    See  Iowa;  Swamp  Lands. 

1.  In  a  suit  to  recover  lands  which  the  plaintiff  claims  under  one  of  the 

railroad  grants,  made  by  Congress  to  the  State  of  Missouri,  it  is  com- 
petent  to  prove  by  witnesses,  who  know  the  lands  sued  for,  that  they 
were  swamp  and  overflowed  within  the  meaning  of  the  swamp-land 
grant,  and  therefore  excluded  from  the  railroad  grant.  Railroad 
Chmpany  v.  Smith,  96. 

2.  The  several  acts  of  Congress  of  June  12th,  1812,  May  26th,  1824,  and 

July  27th,  1881,  relating  to  the  lands  relinquished  or  reserved  for 
schools,  construed.    Public  SchooU  v.  Walker^  282. 

MUNICIPAL  BONDS.   See  QmetitutUmal  Law^  4;  Coupons;  Mandamus^ 
8-6. 
A  debt  for  a  specific  sum  contracted  by  a  city ,  and  invalid  because  a  statute 
which  authorized  the  city  to  contract  a  debt  did  not  also  limit  the  ex- 
tent of  it,  is  made  valid  by  a  subsequent  statute  recognizing  the  valid- 
ity of  the  debt  as  contracted.     7^  CUy  v.  Lameon,  478. 

NATIONAL  BANKS.     See  Constitutional  Law,  7. 

1.  Under  limitations,  States  may  tax  them,  under  the  existing  statutes  of 

the  United  States,  and  the  tax  may  be  collected  f^om  the  bank  itself. 
National  Bank  v.  Commonwealth,  858. 

2.  By  the  second  limitation  in  the  proviso  to  the  4l8t  section  of  the  National 

Banking  Act,  Congress  but  requires  of  each  State,  as  a  condition  to  the 
exercise  of  the  power  to  tax,  that  it  should,  as  far  as  it  had  the  ca- 
pacity,  tax  in  like  manner  the  shares  of  banks  of  issue  of  its  own 
creation.    The  principle  applied.    Lionberger  v.  Rouse,  468. 

NEGOTIABLE  PAPER.    See  Agency,  1,  2. 

NOTICE  TO  QUIT. 
Not  generally  necessary  in  ejectment  to  recover  for  non-performance  of 
contract  of  purchase.    Burnett  v.  Caldwell,  290. 
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OFFICIAL  BOND.  See  PMie  Moneys;  RebeUi4m,  5,  14. 
The  obligation  on  an  official  bond  of  a  person  intrusted  with  the  pablio 
money  is  not  that  of  a  mere  depositary,  but  of  a  person  who  has  made 
a  contract,  which  he  must  at  his  own  peril  perform.  The  acts  of  Con- 
gress of  April  29th,  1864,  and  March  8d,  1865,  furnish  the  only  ex- 
ceptions to  this  rule  which  this  court  can  act  upon.  United  States  ▼. 
Keehler^  88. 

PAETNBRSHIP. 

Evidence  that  by  the  articles  of  partnership  one  partner  had  no  right  to 

indorse  negotiable  paper,  is  inadmissible  to  defeat  a  bond  fide  holder  of 

such  paper,  indorsed  with  the  firm  name  by  a  member  of  the  firm,  and 

taken  by  such  bond  fide  holder  for  yalue,  and  without  notice  of  the 

articles.    Michigan  Bank  y.  Eldred,  544. 

• 

PATENTS.    See  Equify,  7. 

I.   GSKSRAL  PRIKGIFLS8  BBLATINO  TO. 

1.  On  a  suit  at  law,  involving  a  question  of  priority  of  invention  where  a 

patent  under  consideration  is  attempted  to  be  invalidated  by  a  prior 
patent,  counsel  cannot  require  the  court  to  compare  the  two  specifica- 
tions, and  to  instruct  the  jury,  as  matter  of  law,  whether  the  inventions 
therein  described  are  or  are  not  identical.  IIow  far  a  question  for  the 
jury  under  appropriate  instructions.    Biehchoff  v.  Wethered,  812. 

2.  Where  several  executors  are  appointed  by  the  will  of  a  patentee  dece- 

dent— provision  being  made,  however,  for  one  alone  acting— and  but 
one  proves  the  will  and  receives  the  letters  of  administration,  he  alone 
can  maintain  an  action  for  infringement  of  the  letters  patent  at  com- 
mon law.  Rubber  Company  v.  Ooodyear,  788. 
8.  Where  a  patent  is  granted  by  the  government  to  C.  G.  as  executor,  he 
can  maintain  a  suit  on  the  patent  in  all  respects  as  if  he  had  been 
designated  in  the  patent  as  trustee  instead  of  executor.    lb, 

4.  An  objection  to  the  authority  of  an  executor  to  maintain  a  suit  on  let- 

ters patent  should  be  taken  by  plea  in  abatement.    lb, 

5.  A  patentee  or  his  representative  in  a  reissue  may  enlarge  or  restrict  the 

claim,  so  as  to  give  it  validity  and  secure  the  invention.    lb. 

6.  A  process  and  the  product  of  a  process  may  be  both  new  and  patenta- 

ble, and  are  independent  of  each  other.    lb, 

7.  Extended  letters  patent  cannot  be  abrogated  in  any  collateral  proceed- 

ing for  fraud.    Jb, 

8.  A  license  to  use  an  invention  by  a  person  only  at  '*  hie  own  establish- 

tnent^^*  does  not  authorize  a  use  at  an  establishment  owned  by  himself 
and  others.    Jb. 

9.  An  objection  that  the  word  ** patented"  was  not  affixed  by  the  com- 

plainant under  section  18  of  act  of  March  2d,  1861,  must  be  taken  in 
the  answer,  if  it  is  intended  to  be  raised  at  the  hearing  or  before  tho 
master.  Jb. 
10.  A  decree  "  for  all  the  profits  made  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  the 
complainants  under  the  patents  aforesaid,  by  respondents,  by  the  man- 
ufacture, use,  or  sale  of  any  of  the  articles  named  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint,'' is  correct  in  form.    Jb, 
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11.  Profits  are  rightly  estimated  by  the  master  by  finding  the  dilfereiioe 

between  cost  and  sales.     Huhber  Oampany  ▼.  Goodyear^  788. 

12.  In  estimating  tliis  cost,  the  elements  of  cost  of  materials,  interest,  ex- 

pense of  manufacture  and  sale,  and  bad  debts,  considered  by  a  manu- 
facturer in  finding  his  profits,  are  to  be  taken  into  aoooont,  and  no 
others.    lb, 

II.  Eyidskcb  iir  Oasis  bblativo  to. 

18.  In  giving  notice,  under  the  act  of  July  4th,  1886,  section  16,  of  the 
names  and  places  of  residence  of  those  by  whom  he  intends  to  proye  a 
previous  use  or  knowledge  of  the  thing,  Ac,  it  is  enough  if  the  party 
giving  notice  fairly  puts  his  adversary  in  the  way  that  he  may  ascer- 
tain all  that  is  necessary  to  his  defence  or  answer.  He  is  not  bound 
by  his  notice  to  impose  an  unnecessary  and  embarrassing  restriction 
on  his  own  right  of  producing  proof  of  what  he  asserts.  VFue  y. 
AUis,  787. 

III.  Validity  oi-  Pabtiovlab. 

14.  Charles  Gk>odyear's  for  vulcanized  rubber  sustained.  Rubber  Cbmpany 
V.  Qoodyear^  788. 

PAYMENT,  VOLUNTARY  or  UNDER  COMPULSION.    See  J2a6e(- 
lion,  5. 

PLEADING. 

I.    In  cases  GINEBALLY. 

1.  Pleading  over  without  reservation  to  a  declaration  adjudged  good  on 

demurrer,  is  a  waiver  of  the  demurrer.     Waikina  v.  United  States,  7G9. 

2.  In  an  action  by  an  administrator,  the  objection  that  as  to  the  cause  of 

action  the  plaintiff  is  not  and  never  has  been  administrator,  may  be 
taken  by  special  plea  in  bar.     Noonan  v.  Bradley ,  894. 

8.  In  such  an  action  a  plea  to  merits  admits  nothing  more  as  respects  the 
plaintiff's  representative  character,  than  the  title  stated  in  the  narr,  lb, 

4.  One  plea  in  bar  is  not  waived  by  another  inconsistent  one,  in  bar  also. 
lb, 

6.  Where  a  divorced  husband  brings  a  claim  against  a  tenant  of  his  wife 
for  a  portion  of  her  rents  allotted  to  him  by  the  decree  of  divorce,  the 
tenant,  if  he  means  to  take  advantage  of  an  alleged  nullity  of  the  de- 
cree, must  make  his  averment  of  the  nullity  in  such  form  as  that  the 
husband  can  take  issue.     Cheever  v.  WiUon,  108^ 

6.  In  suing  on  coupons  detached  from  a  bond,  it  is  proper  enough  to  recite 

the  bonds  in  such  general  way  as  by  inducement  and  way  of  preamble 
explains  and  brings  into  view  the  relation  which  the  coupons  origi- 
nally held  to  the  bond,  and  in  some  respects  still  hold;  but  care  must 
be  taken  not  so  to  declare  as  to  make  the  suit  one  upon  the  bond.  !%€ 
aty  V.  Lamaon,  477. 

7.  In  an  action  in  one  State  by  an  administrator  appointed  in  another, 

on  a  bond  given  to  the  intestate,  a  plea  that  the  bond  was  bofia  notO" 
bilia  on  the  death  of  the  decedent,  in  the  State  other  than  the  one 
which  appointed  the  administrator  suing  as  plaintiff,  and  that  an  ad- 
ministrator of  the  effects  of  the  decedent  in  that  State  has  been  ap- 
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pointed  and  quulifiedi  ib  a  good  answer  to  the  action.  Noonan  v. 
Bradley,  894. 

8.  Where  the  covenant  in  a  submission  to  arbitration,  after  referring  cer- 

tain claims  to  the  decision  of  arbitrators,  adds  the  words,  '<  as  provided 
in  articles  of  submission  this  day  executed,"  and  no  such  articles  ever 
had  an  existence,  the  declaration  in  an  action  for  broach  of  the  cove- 
nant need  not  refer  to  any  such  articles.  Proof  that  such  articles 
never  bad  an  existence  will  answer  an  objection  of  variance.  Smith 
V.  Morse,  76. 

9.  Where  an  instrument  provides  for  the  settlement  of  certain  claims  be- 

tween certain  parties,  and  the  submission  of  other  claims  between 
other  parties,  the  latter  parties  should  only  be  named  in  actions  upon 
the  covenant  of  submission,  although  the  instrument  be  signed  by  all 
the  parties  named  therein.     Ib. 

II.  In  admibaltt. 

10.  A  slight  error  in  alleging  the  place  of  collision,  not  fatal  to  a  libellant's 

case,  unless  the  question  of  exact  place  is  material  on  the  question  of 
fault.     The  Suffolk  County,  651. 

11.  The  fact  that  in  a  libel  for  collision  a  contract  of  towage  is  recited  in 

the  libel,  does  not  necessarily  convert  the  libel  into  a  proceeding  on 
the  contract;  the  real  grievance  alleged  being  a  wrong  suflered  by 
the  libellant  in  mismanagement  of  a  boat  libelled,  by  which  his  own 
waa  destroyed.     The  (^ickatep,  666. 

POLICE  REGULATION.     See  Internal  Revenue. 

POSSESSION. 

The  possession  of  a  wharf  under  color  and  with  claim  of  title  is  sufficient 
to  put  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  obstructing  him  in  its 
use,  upon  proof  of  a  better  title  to  the  wharf,  or,  of  an  equal  right 
with  the  defendant  to  its  use.    Linihicum  v.  Ray,  241. 

POWERS. 

Foreign  to  the  proper  duties  of  an  executor  given  by  will,  do  not  pass  to 
an  administrator,  unless  the  testator's  intent  that  they  should  do  so  be 
clear.     Ingle  v.  Jozies,  486. 

PRACTICE.    See  Abandoned  and  Captured  Property  Act,  8 ;  Appeal;  ComUy, 
Judicial;  Court  of  Claims,  8,  4 ;  Jury  ;  Recognizatice  of  Bail. 

I.  In  ths  Supreme  Court. 

1.  Any  person  who  in  the  State  courts,  on  a  proceeding  where,  under  State 

statute,  a  boat  has  been  made  a  party,  has  substantially  made  himself 
a  party  to  the  case,  by  asserting  on  the  record  his  interest  in  the  ves- 
sel, and  conducting  the  defence  in  the  highest  court  of  the  State,  may 
prosecute  a  writ  of  error  in  his  own  name  in  this  court  under  the  25th 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act.     Steamboat  Bums,  237. 

2.  A  question  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  below  may  be  considered  here, 

though  not  raised  by  the  pleadings  nor  suggested  below.     The  Maggie 
Hammond,  486. 
8.  On  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  in  a  court  below,  where  the  court,  sitting 
VOL.  IX.  68 
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as  a  jury,  has  found  the  facts  setting  forth  the  record  relied  on,  and 
the  same  comes  here  as  part  of  the  record  from  below,  this  court  cnn 
review  a  decision  whether  the  record  to  which  the  plea  of  ntu  tid 
record  is  put  in,  support  or  fail  to  support  that  plea.  Basaei  ▼.  Untied 
States,  88. 

4.  But  this  court  will  not  review  a  finding  of  facts  made  by  the  ooart 
below  sitting  in  the  place  of  a  jury.    lb, 

6.  Nor  answer  hypothetical  questions.  Irvine  Y,  Irvine,  618;  Pelhmn  y. 
Rose,  108 ;  Michigan  Bank  v.  Etdred,  544. 

6.  Nor  decide  whether  or  not  on  the  transfer  of  a  case  from  a  State  court 
to  a  Federal  court,  under  the  12th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  a  new 
declaration  should  be  filed.     Ineuranee  Company  ▼.  Weidet  677. 

7. .  Nor  hear,  except  in  support  of  the  decree,  a  party  who  does  not  appeal. 
The  Qidekaiepy  666. 

8.  Nor  where  a  witness,  when  examined  in  chief,  testifies  apparently  to 

the  correctness  of  an  abstract  made  from  papers  burnt  in  a  conflagra- 
tion, and  is  cross-examined  upon  the  subject  of  that  correctness,  allow 
the  party  cross-examining,  where  he  has  not  caused  the  cross-exami- 
nation to  be  brought  up  on  the  bill  of  exception,  to  object,  on  a  ques- 
tion, on  error,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  abstract,  that  the  witness 
has  not  testified  sufficiently  to  the  correctness.  Inauranee  Oomptmy  ▼• 
Weide,  677. 

9.  Nor  entertain  an  objection,  made  here  for  the  first  time,  in  an  admiralty 

appeal  in  collision,  of  too  general  an  allegation  of  injury.  The  Quick" 
aiepf  666. 

10.  Nor  listen  otherwise  than  with  every  presumption  that  the  decrees  below 

were  right,  to  an  appeal  in  admiralty  on  facts,  where  both  District 
and  Circuit  Courts  were  of  one  view.     lb, 

11.  Nor  in  admiralty  allow  an  omission  to  state  some  facts  which  prove  to 

be  material,  but  which  cannot  have  occasioned  any  surprise  to  the 
opposite  party,  to  work  injury  to  the  libellant,  on  appeal,  if  the  court 
can  see  that  there  was  no  design  on  his  part  in  omitting  to  state 
them.    lb. 

12.  Nor  sustain  an  appeal  or  writ  taken  where  there  has  been  no  allowance 

of  it.     Qleason  v.  Florida^  779;  Pierce  v.  Ow?,  786. 

18.  Nor  sustain  an  appeal  or  writ  from  the  District  of  Columbia  when  the 
matter  in  controversy  is  less  than  $1000.     Pierce  v.  Omb,  786. 

14.  Nor  sustain  an  appeal  in  the  name  of  a  steamboat,  though  State  legis- 
lation authorize  such  appeals.    Steamboat  Bums,  237. 

16.  Nor  on  error  to  a  State  court  consider  questions  not  called  to  its  atten- 
tion.    National  Bank  v.  Oommonwealth,  858. 

16.  The  4th  section  of  the  act  of  March  8d,  1865,  which  establishes  the 
mode  in  which  parties  may  submit  ci\ses  to  the  court  without  a  jury, 
and  the  manner  in  which  a  review  of  the  law  of  such  cases  may  be 
had  in  this  court,  construed  and  explained ;  and  a  reasonably  strict 
compliance  with  its  terms  held  necessary  by  parties  who* act  upon  it. 
Norrie  v.  Jackeon,  125 ;  and  see  Flanders  v.  TSoeed,  425 ;  CopUin  ▼. 
Insurance  Company,  461. 
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These  principlee  declared  in  Norri$  v.  Jaekeonf  126 : 

(a)  The  speoial  finding  of  the  facts  mentioned  in  that  statute  is  not 
a  mere  report  of  the  eyidence,  but  a  finding  of  those  ultimate 
facts  on  which  the  law  must  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
(6)  If  the  finding  of  facts  be  general ,  only  such  rulings  of  the  court, 
in  iheprogrea*  of  the  trials  can  be  reversed  as  are  presented  by 
a  bill  of  exception. 
•  («)  In  such  cases  a  bill  of  exceptions  cannot  be  used  to  bring  up 

the  whole  testimony  for  review,  any  more  than  in  a  trial  by 

Jury- 
{d)  Objections  to  the  admission  or  rejection  of  evidence,  or  to  such 

rulings  or  propositions  of  law  as  may  be  submitted  to  the 
court,  must  be  shown  by  bill  of  exceptions. 
(e)  If  the  parties  desire  a  review  of  the  law  of  the  case,  they  must 
ask  the  court  to  make  a  special  finding  which  raises  the  ques- 
tion, or  get  the  court  to  rule  on  the  legal  propositions  which 
they  present. 

17.  Some  allowance  made  in  a  case  from  Louisiana,  where  the  rules  of 

the  common  law  do  not  prevail,  for  an  imperfect  understanding  of 
the  proper  practice  under  the  act.     Flanders  v.  Tweedy  426. 

18.  An  appellant  has  a  right  to  have  his  appeal  dismissed  notwithstanding 

the  opposition  of  the  other  side.    Latham  and  Deming*8  Appeal^  146. 

19.  Though  not  to  have  it  dismissed  for  want  of  a  citation  when  the  appellee 

is  in  court  represented  by  counsel,  and  makes  no  objection  to  the  want 
of  one.     Pierce  v.  Cox,  786. 

20.  The  rules  stated  which  regulate  rehearing  of  a  case,  and  the  practice 

proper  to  be  pursued  where  a  rehearing  is  desired.  Public  Schools  v. 
Walker,  608. 

21.  Where  an  appellant  becomes  bankrupt  after  his  appeal  taken,  his 

assignee  in  bankruptcy,  upon  the  production  of  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment of  the  register  in  bankruptcy,  duly  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the 
proper  court,  may,  on  motion,  be  substituted  as  appellant.  Hemdon 
V.  Howard,  664. 
II.  In  Circuit  and  District  Courts.  &ee  Appeal;  Jury;  Practice, 
2,  6,  7,  9,  14,  16,  18;  Recognisance  of  Bail, 

(a)  In  cases  generally. 

22.  A  judgment  of  conviction  on  confession  may  for  good  cause  be  set 

aside,  at  the  same  term  at  which  it  was  rendered,  though  the  defend- 
ant had  entered  upon  the  imprisonment  ordered  by  the  sentence. 
Basset  y.  United  States,  88. 

28.  In  such  case  the  original  indictment  is  still  pending,  and  a  bail  bond 
given  after  this,  for  the  prisoner's  appearance  from  day  to  day,  is 
valid.     lb. 

24.  Where  there  is  evidence  before  the  jury — be  it  weak  or  strong — which 
so  much  as  tends  to  prove  the  issue  on  the  part  of  either  side,  it  is  error 
.if  the  court  refuse  to  submit  it  to  the  jury.  Hickman  v.  Jones,  197; 
Barney  v.  Schmeider,  248. 

26.  An  entry,  omitted  at  the  proper  time  by  inadvertence,  in  the  journal 
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record  of  the  clerk,  of  the  issue  of  a  writ  of  peremptory  mandamus; 
und  an  amendment  by  the  marshal  to  his  retum,  so  as  to  show  thai 
he  hnd  exhibited  the  original  writ  to  the  party  served,  allowed  nunc 
pro  tune,  as  amendments  of  common  practice.  Supervisors  ▼.  Duranit 
786. 

26.  The  Federal  courts  will  enforce,  for  the  furtherance  of  justice,  the 

same  rules  in  the  adjustment  of  clums  against  ancillary  executors, 
that  the  local  courts  would  do  in  favor  of  their  own  citizens.  Walker 
V.  Walker  J  744. 

27.  Where  a  defendant  pleads  in  bar  inconsistent  pleas,  the  plaintiffs 

remedy  is  not  by  demurrer  but  by  motion  to  strike  out  one  plea,  or 
for  the  defendant  to  elect.     Noonan  v.  Bradley^  894. 

(6)  In  Equity, 

28.  In  taking  an  account,  the  master  is  not  limited  to  the  date  of  entering 

the  decree— he  can  extend  it  down  to  the  time  of  the  hearing  before 
him.     Rubber  Company  v.  Qoodyeaty  788. 

29.  Amendment  to  bill  allowed  upon  fair  terms,  after  a  cause  had  been 

heard,  and  a  case  for  relief  made  out,  though  not  the  precise  case  dis- 
closed by  the  bill.     Neale  v.  NealeSf  1. 

80.  Where  a  bill  ift  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction  apparent  on  ita  face, 

the  general  rule  is  not  to  allow  costs.     Homthall  t.  The  CoUeetoTf  660. 

81.  Where  there  is  a  fund  in  court  to  be  distributed  among  different  claim- 

ants, a  decree  of  distribution  will  not  preclude  a  claimant  not  em- 
braced in  its  provisions,  but,  having  rights  similar  to  those  of  other 
claimants  who  are  thus  embraced,  from  asserting  by  bill  or  petition, 
previous  to  the  distribution,  his  right  to  share  in  the  fund ;  and  in  the 
prosecution  of  his  suit,  he  is  entitled,  upon  a  proper  showing,  to  all 
the  remedies  by  injunction,  or  order,  which  a  court  of  equity  usually 
exercises  to  prevent  the  relief  sought  from  being  defeated.  In  the 
matter  a  of  H<yward^  175. 

82.  The  three  months  allowed  by  the  69th  of  the  Bules  in  Equity,  for  the 

taking  of  testimony,  has  reference  to  the  taking  of  testimony  by  both 
parties.  But  the  court  may  enlarge  the  time.  Its  action  herein  is 
hardly  matter  for  review  here.  Ingle  v.  Jones,  486. 
88.  A  bill  of  review  will  not  be  granted  either  where  the  party  has  been 
guilty  of  laches;  or  where  the  court  is  satisfied  that  upon  the  case 
offered  to  be  made  out,  the  decree  ought  to  be  the  same  as  has  been 
already  given.     Rubber  Company  v.  Ooodyear,  805. 

84.  Where,  on  a  bill  by  several  for  infringement  and  an  account,  the  court 

decree  damages,  a  bill  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  cross-bill,  which  sets 
up  a  judgment  in  another  suit  against  one  of  the  complainants,  and 
asks  that  the  conjoined  defendants  in  the  principal  suit  discover  what 
share  of  the  damages  they  claim  respectively ,  so  that  the  defendant  in 
that  suit  may  set  off  his  judgment  as  respects  the  one  against  whont 
it  is.     Rubber  Company  v.  Ooodyear^  807. 

85.  As  nn  original  bill  it  cannot  be  sustained,  if  it  have  either  been  filed 

before  the  decree  for  dumtiges  was  rcndured  in  the  principal  suit,  or 
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have  been  a  judgment  in  attaehment  only,  and  where  there  was  no 
service  on  the  person  of  the  defendant.    Jb, 

86.  A  bill  which  is  in  no  wise  auxiliary  to  an  original  suit,  nor  in  contin- 
uation of  that  proceeding,  does  not  present  a  case  proper  for  substi- 
tuted service.    lb. 

37.  Where  certain  heirs  at  law  seek  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  their  ancestor's 
realty  made  under  a  decree  of  a  competent  court  ordering,  at  a  cred- 
itor's instance,  such  sale  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  due  him,  they 
should  make  the  creditor  on  whose  application  the  sale  was  made  a 
party.    All  the  heirs  also  should  be  parties.    Hoeet  al.  v.  VTtZson,  501. 

88.  This  court  will  reverse  and  remand  a  case  thus  defective  as  to  parties, 
although  this  deficiency  have  not  been  made  a  point  at  the  bar  below. 
lb. 

(e)  In  Admiralty. 

39.  Where  a  collision  between  two  vessels  results  fVom  the  fault  of  both  of 

them,  a  party  injured  may  recover  against  both  vessels,  and  they  may 
be  proceeded  against  in  the  same  libel.  The  Washington  and  the 
Qregory^  618. 

40.  The  damages  so  recovered  may  be  apportioned  by  the  decree  equally 

between  the  two  vessels ;  and  at  the  same  time  the  right  be  reserved 
to  the  libellant  to  collect  the  entire  amount  of  either  of  them  in  case 
of  the  inability  of  the  other  to  respond  for  her  portion.     lb. 

PRE-EMPTION.    &e»  PvblicLanda. 
The  AcU  of  September  4th,  1841, 2  12,  May  29th,  1880,  and  January  28d, 
1882,  relate  to  pre-emptive  righta  conferred  upon  actual  settlers,  and 
do  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the  entry  has  not  been  made  under  any 
of  them.    I7*vine  v.  Irvine^  618. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.    See  Agency;  Public  Law,  8;  RebeUion,  12. 

Where  an  instrument,  executed  by  an  agent,  shows  on  its  face  the  names 

of  the  contracting  parties,  the  agent  may  sign  his  own  name  first  and 

add  to  it,  '*  agent  for  his  prii^cipal,"  or  he  may  sign  the  name  of  his 

principal  first,  and  add,  by  himself  as  agent.    Smith  v.  Moree^  11. 

PROVISIONAL  COdRTS.    See  QmetituHonal  Law,  2. 

PUBLIC  LANDS.    See  iV«-cmpft'o». 

1.  Occupation  and  improvement  on  the  public  lands  with  a  view  to  pre- 

emption, do  not  confer  a  vested  right  in  the  land  so  occupied.  Friabie 
V.  WhOnet/y  187. 

2.  It  does  confer  a  preference  over  others  in  the  purchase  of  such  land  by 

the  bond  fide  settler,  which  will  enable  him  to  protect  his  possession 
against  other  individuals,  and  which  the  land  officers  are  bound  to  re- 
spect,   lb. 

8.  This  inchoate  right  may  be  protected  by  the  courts  against  the  claims 
of  other  persons  who  have  not  an  equal  or  superior  right,  but  it  is  not 
valid  against  the  United  States.    lb, 

4.  The  power  of  Congress  over  the  public  lands,  as  conferred  by  the  Con- 
stitution, can  only  be  restrained  by  the  courts,  in  cases  where  the  land 
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hag  ceased  to  be  government  property  by  reason  of  a  right  vested  in 

some  person  or  corporation.    lb, 
6.  Such  a  vested  right,  under  the  pre-emption  laws,  is  only  obtained  when 

the  purchase-money  has  been  paid,  and  the  receipt  of  the  proper  land 

officer  given  to  the  purchaser.     76. 
6.  Until  this  is  done,  it  is  within  the  legal  and  constitutional  competency 

of  Congress  to  withdraw  the  land  from  entry  or  sale,  though  this  may 

defeat  the  imperfect  right  of  the  settler.    lb, 

PUBLIC  LAW. 

1.  The  principle  of  reZ-o/ion,  which  as  respects  the  rights  of  either  govern- 

ment, regards  a  treaty  as  concluded  from  the  date  of  its  signature, 
does  not  apply  to  private  rights  under  it.  As  affects  these,  it  is  not 
considered  as  concluded  but  from  the  exchange  of  ratification.  Ha- 
ver  V.  YakeTf  82. 

2.  Intercourse  during  war  with  an  enemy  is  unlawful  to  parties  standing 

in  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  as  much  as  to  those  who  do  not. 
United  Staiee  v.  Oroeamayerf  72. 
8.  Conceding  that  a  creditor  may  have  an  agent  in  an  enemy^s  country  to 
whom  his  debtor  there  may  pay  a  debt  contracted  before  the  war,  yet 
the  agent  must  be  one  who  was  appointed  before  the  war.    lb, 

PUBLIC  MONEYS.    See  Official  Band, 

1,  In  suits  against  persons  accountable  for  such  moneys,  it  is  not  necessary 

afler  introducing  certified  transcripts  of  the  party's  accounts,  properly 
adjusted  by  the  Treasury  officers,  to  show  that  the  defendant  had  notice 
of  the  adjustment,  or  of  the  balance  found  against  him.  Waikine  ▼. 
Utnted  States,  759. 

2.  To  allow  the  set-off  a  credit  on  the  trial,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  claim, 

after  being  properly  presented  by  items  and  with  vouchers  to  the 
proper  accounting  officers,  had  been  refused.    Jb, 

PUBLIC  POLICY.    See  Public  Law,  2,  8. 

QUARTEBMASTEB,  ACTING  ASSISTANT.    See  War  Department, 

RATIFICATION.     See  Municipal  Bonds, 

1.  Cannot  be  made  of  an  act  unlawful  in  law  and  void.     United  States  ▼. 

Orosamayer,  72. 

2.  A  suit  on  a  covenant  contained  in  a  submission  to  arbitrators,  is  a  rati- 

fication of  the  act  of  a  person  who  has  undertaken  as  agent  to  make 
the  submission  in  behalf  of  the  person  bringing  the  suit.  Smith  y. 
MorsCf  76. 
8.  Batification  of  an  iiffant's  deed  will  not  be  made  by  mere  acquiescence, 
but  any  positive  act  showing  intent  to  ratify  will  ratify  it.  The  prin- 
ciple applied.     Irvine  v.  Irvine,  618. 

REBELLION,  THE.    See  Abandoned  and  Captured  Property  Act ;  Evidence, 
4;  Seizure, 
1.  Is  to  be  regarded,  so  far  as  respects  rights  under  the  above-mentioned 
act,  as  having  been  <<  suppressed,"  August  20th,  1866.     United  Statet 
V,  Anderson,  66. 
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BEBELLION,  THE  {continued). 
2.  The  whole  Confederate  power  must  be  regarded  by  the  Federal  courts 
as  a  usurpation  of  unlawful  authority,  and  its  Congress  as  incapable 
of  passing  any  valid  laws ;  whatever  weight  may  be  given  under  some 
circumstances  to  its  acts  of  force,  on  the  ground  of  irresistible  power, 
or  to  the  legislation  of  the  States  in  domestic  matters ;  as  to  which  the 

«•        court  decides  nothing  in  the  case.     United  States  v.  Keehter,  83. 
8.  A  prosecution  in  a  so-called  '*  court  of  the  Confederate  States  of  Amer- 
ica," for  treason,  in  aiding  the  troops  of  the  Xltiited  States  in  the 
prosecution  of  a  military  expedition  against  the  said  Confederate  States, 
is  a  nullity.     Hickman  v.  Jones  ei  al.^  197.* 

4.  A  traitor  against  the  United  States  may  recover  damages  against  other 

traitors,  for  having  maliciously  arrested  and  imprisoned  him  before  a 
so-called  court  of  the  Confederate  States,  for  being  a  traitor  to  these ; 
the  alleged  treason  having  consisted  in  his  giving  aid  to  the  troops  of 
the  United  States  while  engaged  in  suppressing  the  rebellion.    lb, 

5.  A  public  debtor  of  the  United  States  cannot  defend  against  a  suit  on 

his  official  bond  by  proving  that  he  paid  the  money  Aie  the  United 
States  to  one  of  its  creditors,  under  an  order  of  the  Confederate  au- 
thorities, where  he  shows  no  force  or  physical  coercion  which  com- 
pelled obedience  to  such  order.     United  States  v.  Knehler,  83. 

6.  The  doctrine  declared  in  Hanger  v.  Abbott  (6  Wallace,  682),  that  statutes 

of  limitations  do  not  run  during  the  rebellion  against  a  party  residing 
out  of  the  rebellious  States,  so  as  to  preclude  his  remedy  for  a  debt 
against  a  person  residing  in  one  of  them,  held  applicable  to  the  Judi- 
ciary Acts  of  1789  and  1808,  limiting  the  right  of  appeal  from  the 
inferior  Federal  courts  to  this  court,  to  five  years  from  the  time  when 
the  decree  complained  of  was  rendered.     The  Protector ^  687. 

7.  The  first  clause  of  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  June  7th,  1862,  <'  for  the 

collection  of  direct  taxes,''  &c.  (which  act  must  be  construed  with  the 
act  of  August  5th,  1861,  '*  to  provide  increased  revenue,  &c.'')  merely 
declares  the  ground  of  forfeiture  of  the  party's  title  to  land  on  which 
taxes  are  not  paid,  namely  non-payment  of  the  taxes,  while  the  second 
clause  works  the  actual  investment  of  the  title  in  the  United  States 
through  a  public  sale.     Bennett  v.  Hunter^  326. 

8.  Under  the  act  of  1862,  payment  prior  to  the  sale  is  sufficient;  and  it 

may  have  been  made  through  any  person  willing  to  act  on  behalf  of 
the  owner,  and  whose  act  is  not  disavowed  by  him.     76. 

9.  The  act  of  March  23d,  1863,  relating  to  habeas  corpus^  does  not  apply 

to  suits  for  matters  after  the  rebellion  nor  to  ejectments.  Bigeloto  v. 
Forrest,  889. 

10.  Under  the  act  of  July  17th,  1862  (which  is  to  be  constru^  with  the 

joint  resolution  of  the  same  date),  nothing  beyond  a  life  estate  could 
be  sold.    lb, 

11.  A  permit  by  a  proper  treasury  agent,  to  purchase  cotton,  in  a  certain 

region,  raised  a  prima  facie  presumption  of  the  region  being  within 
the  occupation  of  the' military  lines  of  the  United  States.  Butler  v. 
Maples,  766. 

12.  Such  a  permit  authorized  purchases  through  an  agent.    lb. 
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BEBELLION,  THE  {continued). 

18.  The  seizure  of  the  property  of  which  a  forfeiture  is  sought  by  proceed- 
ings had  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  17th,  1862,  <*to  suppress 
insurrection,''  &c.,  is  essential  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  court  to 
decree  a  forfeiture.     Pelham  v.  Roae^  108. 

14.  Executing  as  surety  official  bonds  of  rebel  quartermasters  or  commis- 
saries, was  giving  aid  and  comfort  to.     United  States  v.  Padelford^  531» 

RECOGNIZANCE  OP  BAIL. 

1.  Conditioned  to  appear  at  the  next  regular  term  and  at  any  subsequent 

term  thereafter,  means  only  at  any  subsequent  term  which  may  follow 
in  regular  succession  in  the  course  of  business  of  the  court.  Reeu 
V.  UniUd  States,  18. 

2.  A  stipulation  of  record  between  the  government  and  the  prisoner  that 

a  trial  shall  be  postponed  until  the  determination  of  cases  pending  in 
another  court,  is  inconsistent  with  a  recognizance  thus  conditioned, 
and  releases  the  principal  from  obligation  to  appear  at  any  such  sub- 
sequent term  ;  and  it  discharges  the  sureties  also.  76. 
8.  A'fartioriy  the  sureties  are  discharged  when  it  is  stipulated  that  the  pris- 
oner may  sojourn  in  a  foreign  country  during  the  term  of  delay.    lb. 

BEHEARING. 
Bules  which  regulate,  in  the  Supreme  Court,  stated.    Public  Schools  v. 
Walker,  608. 

BEPAIKS 
To  sbips.    Bee  Admiralty f  IS;  Lien,  1,2. 

SCHOOL  LANDS.    See  HissouH. 

SEIZURE.    See  False  Return. 
As  applied  to  a  promissory  note — under  a  statute  which  directs  that  the 
property  of  rebels  be  seized,  the  term  means  the  physical  taking  into 
custody.     Pelham  v.  Jtose,  103. 

SET-OFF.    See  Official  Bond;  BebeUion,  6. 

SHIPS   AND  SHIPPING.     See  Admiralty;  Average;  Commercial  Law; 
Jettison;  Master;  Stranding. 

SOVEBEIGN.    See  Evidence,  2. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS.     See  Equity,  1,  2. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS.     See  Coupons,  2;  Rebellion,  6. 

STATUTES  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 
The  following  among  others  referred  to,  commented  on,  or  construed. 
Septentber  24,  1789.    See  Jurisdiction;  Practice,  1-15;  Rebellum,  6. 
March  8,  1808.     See  Rebellion. 
June  12,  1812.     See  Missouri. 
May  26,  1824.    See  Missotiri. 
May  29,  1880.    See  Pre-emption. 
July  27,  1881.     See  Missouri. 
January  23,  1882.     See  Pre-emption. 
March  2,  1888.     See  Jurisdiction. 
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STATUTES  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  {continued). 

July  4,  1886.    See  Patents, 

Septembor  4,  1841.    See  Pre^emptUm, 

March  8,  1851.    See  California. 

Jane  10,  185&.    See  Misao/ttH. 

February  24,  1866.    See  Appeal, 
"      May  16,  1856.    See  Iowa, 

March  2,  1861.    See  Patent, 

July  22,  1861.    See  Bounty, 

August  6,  1861.    See  Jtebellion,  7. 

August  6,  1861.    See  Boun^. 

Juue  7, 1862.    See  ReheUumy  7. 

July  17,  1862.    See  Rebellion,  10. 

February  25,  1868.    See  National  Banks, 

March  8,  1868,  Section  6.    See  Appeal;  Omstitutional  Law, 

March  12,  1868.     See  Appeal;  Abandoned  and  Captured  Property  Act. 

March  28,  1868.     See  RebeUion,  9. 

April  29, 1864.    See  Admiralty, 

June  8,  1864.    See  National  Banks. 

June  80,  1864.    See  Jurisdiction^  8. 

July  1,  1864.    See  California,  9. 

July  2,  1864.    See  Evidence,  2. 

July  4,  1864.    See  Court  of  Claims,  1. 

March  8,  1866.     See  Army  Officers  ;  Evidence,  2 ;  Practice,  16. 

July  18,  1866.    See  Army  Officers;  Jurisdiction,  8. 

July  28, 1866,  Section  1,    See  California,  1. 

March  2, 1867.    See  Internal  Revenue  ;  Praetiee,  21. 

June  26,  1868.    See  Abandoned  and  Captured  Property  Act,  2;  Court  of 
Claims,  4. 

STRANDING.    See  Average. 

1.  Of  a  vessel  when  **  voluntary.''    Star  of  Hope,  208. 

2.  If  accidental,  the  captain  must  take  all  possible  care  of  the  cargo.     Tfte 

Portsmouth,  682. 

SUBROGATION. 

Principles  of  to  be  applied  in  favor  of  a  husband  receiving  on  a  divorce 
fW>m  his  wife,  a  decree  for  one-third  of  her  rents  from  her  patrimo- 
nial realty,  yet  subject  to  her  mother's  dower,  <is  the  said  rents  should 
become  <iue,for  the  education  and  support  of  their  children  ;  she  having 
previously  to  the  divorce  pledged  her  said  rents,  subject  to  the  dower 
right,  to  creditors  for  advances,  and  becoming  subsequently  entitled 
to  the  dower  third  by  her  mother*s  death.     Cheever  v.  Wi^on,  108. 

SWAMPLANDS.    See /ou^a. 

1.  The  act  of  June  10th,  1860,  concerning  swamp  and  overflowed  lands, 

confirmed  a  present  vested  right  to  such  lands,  though  the  subsequent 
identification  of  them  was  a  duty  imposed  upon  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior.     Railroad  Company  v.  Smith,  96. 

2.  They  were  excepted  from  the  subsequent  railroad  granti  to  Iowa  and 

Missouri.     Jb, 
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TAXATION.     See  Ckmsiitutumal  Law,  7. 

TAX  SALES.     See  JUbeUion,  7,  8. 
Of  land  owned  bj  United  States  void.    MdOoon  y.  Seale9,  28. 

THBEAT  OF  SUIT. 
If  a  party  who  has  entered  into  possession  of  land  as  a  tenant  under  an- 
other is  threatened  with  suit  upon  a  paramount  title,  the  threat,  under 
such  circumstances,  is  equivalent  to  eviction.  He  may,  thereupon, 
submit  in  good  faith,  and  attorn  to  the  party  holding  a  valid  title,  to 
avoid  litigation.  In  such  case  it  is  incumbent  upon  him,  and  those 
who  have  profited  by  his  submission,  to  show  the  existence  and  supe- 
riority of  the  title  in  question.     Merryman  v.  Bourne^  692. 

TITLE  PARAMOUNT.    See  Threat  of  Suit 

TOWING  BOATS. 
Bound  to  make  up  the  tow  rightly  and  strong.     The  Q^uickst^^  665. 

TRAITOR.     See  Rtbellton^  4. 

TREATY.    See  Public  Law^  1. 

TRUSTEE     See  Husband  and  Wife;   Witeonwn. 
Who  was  bound  to  invest,  and  did  not,  deprived  of  all  commissions,  and 
charged  with  interest  compounded  annually.     WtUker  v.  Walker ,  44. 

TUG.    See  Towing  Boats, 

VARIANCE.    See  Pleading,  8. 

VIRGINIA. 
The  act  of  the  Virginia  legislature  of  February  27th,  186?,  touching 
appeals  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appekls  of  the  State,  not  inoon- 
sistent  with  the  Virginia  constitution  of  1864.    Downham  v.  Alexan- 
dria^ 669. 

VOLUNTARY  PAYMENT.    See  EebeUion,  6. 

WAIVER. 
Of  contract.    See  Contract^  1. 

WAR  DEPARTMENT. 

A  lease  of  premises  by  an  acting  assistant  quartermaster  for  the  use  of 
the  quartermaster's  department,  does  not  bind  the  government  until 
approved  by  the  quartermaiiter-general,  even  though  the  action  of 
such  assistant  have  been  taken  by  direction  of  the  military  com- 
mander of  the  station.    Filor  v.  United  Staies,  46. 

WISCONSIN. 

1.  The  statute  of  Wisconsin  of  1860  abolishes  all  passive  trusts  which  re- 

quire no  duty  to  bo  performed  by  the  trustee,  and  vests  the  title  in 
the  Cestui  que  trust,    McOoon  v.  Scales,  28. 

2.  Statutes  of,  relative  to  the  late  Bank  of  Illinois  construed.    76. 
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